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PREFACE - e
The National Consortium of Competency Based .Education Centerg which assumes
responsibility for the authorship of this paper is an informal association of institutions in-
volved in the development and implementation of Competency Based Teacher Education.
At the present time, there are nine National CBE ‘Centers:

" " Florida State - ) . Georgia
" Michigan State .. X s - Syracuse
Teaching Research/ (R Houston
Oregon College of : Wisconsin
Education . Toledo ~
Columbia | _ ‘ : :

Each of these centers is an outgrowth of CBE design and development activities

' _'In.ltlafEd in 1968 as the Comprehensive Elementgry Teacher Preparation Models with support
“¥from the National Center for Education Research. Today these centers are; 1) conducting
" research and development activities in the context of implementing a variety of CBE, pre-

A

service, and in-service CBE Program Models, and 2) provudlng development assistance and
training services for those interested in .installing competency -based education programs.
The Consortium: 1) serves as the coordinating body for the Na\tuonal CBE Centers;

" 2) serves as a conceptual forum focusing on the refinement and advancement of CBE concepts;
. 3) provides p source of CBE leadership at the National level; and 4) functions as a cleerln?house

for the provision of developmental assnstance to meet National prlorlty CBE needs. The
Consortium is currently engaged in developlng two other major papers for National dis-
semination - one a position statement on the Governance by Consortium and the second a .
careful examlnatlon of a needed research on CBE - and is planning for a series of regipnal and
«National "think-tank’’ symposia and publications on key CBE topics, e.g., needed research '
performance assessment, equality standards, and for materials development )
Each National CBE Center presents a unique profile of CBE activity and capability.
All are engaged in some phase of implementing CBE programs - three have operational pro-
grams; all are developing and/or have developed management systems, competency lists, ~
theoretical papers, and descriptions of their progrems
. - Although today the Consortium is a formally organized group of educatlonal leaders
in competency based education, it began as an informal group who had been instrumental in
developlng and studying the feasibility of models for exemplary teacher education programs '
under grants from USOE. This original group met from time to time to discuss their in-
vestigations and to share their.ideas. Through fundings from various USOE sources this

* group, with occasional changes in personnel and designation, has managedto continue m

professional relatlonshlps through frequent meetings and conferences in the area of com-

_ petency based education.

During the first few yeats of its organization the Consortium divided its tlpte between
meetings which provnded technical assistance to professionals from colleges, universities, and
school districts involved in competency based education. Later it turned to extending the
concept of CBE through program development, research and related activities. —

~ One of the continuing problems faced by institutions attempting to re-do their teacher_
education programs in the direction of more competency based activities is the gengéral lack
of definition and criteria for just what constitutes a competency based teacher educatlon
program Since 1972, the National Consortium of CBE Centers has been working on this

problem. A rough list'of criteria statements was produced far examination, an instrument
was developed, explained and tested in several institutions, and the document from which

this monograph is taken was produced. Professional educators associated with 13 operating
CBTE programs have been involved in the development of the instrument presented herein.

.
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' FOREWORD" ' . v

The Multi-State Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher Education is pleased to
. ,; make available to interested readers this discussion of one of the issues of cdrrent import
" in the continuing effort to improve teacher education. : B

1y
4

The Consortium Wishes to. acknowledge its gratitude to. the National Consoftium of

CBE Centers for permission to publish and distribute the catalog. : x

~ . STATE . . REPRESENTATIVE "} ¢

, Washington Y A Lillian Cady - »
Oregon James Wallace .9
Utah Roger C. Mouritsen

~ Arizona James Hartgraves

Texas ' . o Tom T. Walker | ~—

: , Vermont' ) Rotiery Vail :

. -New York S . Vingnt C. Gazzetta o .

~ Florida SO Joseph Crenshaw '
California A Peter LoPresti ‘ ~
New Jersey - Fred A. Price
Minngsota : v Patricia Goralski
Michigan Ed Pfau
! . Pennsylvania o Sam Craig
N : Administering State: New York >
. PROJECT D‘féﬁcmn , | )
’ THEODORE E. ANDREWS ]
NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
3
SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY COORDINATOR - .
) JAMES COLLINS . ' p

This publication is being distributed by the Multi-State Consortium on Performance-
Based Teacher Education as a function of one of its major objectives— “'the dissemination \
and communication of information about performance-based teacher education.” _

The opinions expréssed herein should not be construed as representing the opinions
of the United States Government, the Multi—State,Consortium on Permance-Based Teacher
Education or any of the states which are members of the Consortium, or the National
Dissemination Center for Pérformance-Based Education, Syracuse University. .

J//

Funded by United States Office of Education Title V, Section 505, Grant.
Syracuse University Projects Supported by Teacher Corps and
National Center for the Improvepient of Educational Systems.
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Since the creation of the toncept of competency based education it has had many
interpretations. CBE has been defined in mahy different ways with uncounted different
interpretations of those definitions. In practice, a few educational institutions, have designed
programs which reflect in both principle and practice the fundaméntal concept represented
by the term competency based education. Others appear to have had superficial acquaintance
with the concept. They seem to have selected a few related notions and by mplemﬁtmg
them have felt the right to call their programs competency based.
: Probably the greatest number of those who misinterpret_thie concept have viewed L '
4 CBE as pgimarily individualized instruction. Those who ,have taken this position have ’
usually concentrated on preparing individualized (lndependent) instructional modules which .
they substitute for the subject matter units of their courses. These programs have changed
little -- the best one could say for them is that though they remain subject matter type
programs they are individualized to a greater extent than they previpusly were. -
Another identifiable group has talsen the notion of behavioral Ob]OCIWOS .coupled it
. with some principles relating to teacher accountability, given emphasis tp teaching per-
formance and called it competency based. This group normally focu/seé on evaluation. In
general they hold that it is the extent to which learning can be desefibed behaviorally that
determines the extent % which the teacher is competent. Here is a reflection of CBE butTiot
. a true representation in terms of the broader concept held by the authors.
> For those who endorse an experiénce or activity program, CBE implies field
experience.. For them, the more teaching activities undertaken by the student the greater the .
teacher’s store of.experiences and thus the more fikelihood of competent performance. Here
the term competency based education is being interpreted-as synonomous with field centered
education. All would agree that increased attention to field experiences is a practice common
to CBE, but ittsunlikely that one would find more than a very small minority who view this
as the major focus.
. There have been those too who have sought to resist changes in practlce but have
accepted the terms§ Some of this group claim, ““We'have always sought-to prepare competent
teakhers..Indeed, for us, there is no change. Teaching competence is the underlying theme
of our,goals and objectives.” There is some truth in what they say. For example, it is true
that teacher educators have consistently sought throughout the past few generations to
prepare competent teachers. However, there is a difference between the generic meaning of
- the termg competency and competence, and the specific meaning given to these terms in the .
language of that approach to education named ‘“‘competency based education.” -
There are other interpretations of competency based education that vary markedly -
from that held by the authors. These four examples should suffice to point out that if there
™ is to be an acceptable model from which to iudge whether or not a program is compqtency
based it is the rebponsibility of those who have been instrumental in demgmng the concept
to present such a model. ‘
Such individuals, represented by a group of about a dozen educators from nine teacher
training institutions and agencies of the U,S. Office of Education met in Washington, D. C.
in mid 1972 to begip the process of developing a set of criteria useful in helping program
planners and administrators define ‘competency based education’’ in the contexts of thair ,
situations. ~g
~———What started oﬁt\;o be a definitional model of competency based education was
developed as a result of symposia in St. Louis, Houston, and San Francisco during 1973 into
an instrument capable of a variety of uses. This instrument was improved by the authors at
work sessions in Albany, Orlando, and Chicago in early 1974. _ .

4
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A tentative version was field tested at eight institutions* in March and April, 1974, ,
and revised at a workshop,attended by the ‘‘field testers’’ in Houston in May, 1974. The
instrument contained in g}is monograph is the result of those activities. While it is pnmanly
the vyork of the four authors it is the resuit, actuall , of the colledtive work of individuals
at twelve institutions of Teacher Education. ‘ .

This instrument has been used by individuals in operational CBTE programs to help-
determine the extent 10 which their program is competency based:; it has been-used by in-
dividuals about to embark on a program to develop a CBTE program to suggest "tasks to be
completed"/fn their developmental process; and it has been used ina modlfled form, to
ascertain common or ““standard’’ elements of CBTE programs existing in a state system of
higher education. ,

The authors did not envision the potential usefulness for thelr "definitional model”’,
when the original think-tank symposium began to work on the process. The variety of pilot
study uses to whlch the instrument was put, however, seems to indicate that the need for
such an instrument is real

This monograph is divided into three parts - one containing both a short and an

o,

~ amplified version of the instrument, another containing an item by item discussion of the

criteria contained in the instrument and the third containing descriptions of how institutions
have used the instrument. For your convenience, the ampllfled version of the instrument
appears twice in the document. :

’
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- SHORT FORMAT

Com etency Speclflcatlons

A\

1.0 Competencies.are based on an analysis of tﬁe professional role(s) and/or a the0ret|cal
: formula’tlon of professienal responsrblllﬂes :
/ .
, / 2.0 Competericy statemeftd descnbe om/yt/comes expected from the performance of pro-
' fession related functions, oy’ ‘those knbwledges, skills, and attrtudes thought to be
essentlal to the performance of those functlons . R
3.0 Compefteney statementsx faoi’litate criterion-referenced assessmerdt.
4.0 Competencles are treated as tentatlve predictors of profe: onaI effpctnveness and are
subjected to contmual validation procedures. N
¢ ! X L .,
5.0 Competencies are spQ{ied and made’public priorﬂto instruction. . -
. \ - f
6.0 Learners completing the GBE program demonstrate a wide range of competency
profiles. 5, B BN o
. ."! A . - ' \\ ‘.
Instryction A / | ‘ i .
7.0 The instructional program is derived‘frqm and linked to specified competencied.
a L/ A } .ot
8.0 nstruction which supports competency developmeﬁs\organized into units of
manageable size. ‘ .
9.0 Instruction’is organized and inr}plemen’ted sO as to accommodate learner style, .
sequence preference, pacing grid perceived needs.
10.0  _Learner progress is 7e{er ined by demonstrated competence. .
1‘!.0 The extent of learner’ 1 rogress in demonstratmg competencles ismade knownto %
him throughout the pr gram.
12.0 Instructional specifications are reviewed and revised based'on feedback da
Assessment . Al
. . L
13.0 Competency measures are related validly to competency statements.
14.0 Competency measures are specific, realistic, and sensitive to nuance.
% - . -~
15.0 Competency measures dlscrmﬂnate on the basis of standards set for competency '

£

derfonstration.
4

o - -
fra——
P

Data provided py competency measures are manageable and qseful in decision making.

s
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17.0 Competency measures and standards are specified and made public prior to instruction. -

Goverrignce and Management i

18.0

19.0.

(2]

ik

20.0

21.0

220

w230

24.0

“The program is planned and operated as a totally unified, integrated system. -~

o

-

Policy statements are wrmen to govern in broad outling, the mtended structure,
content, operation and resource base of the program. : L

s
1l

Management functions, responsnbnlmes procedures and mechamsms are clearly
defmed and made explicit.

rogram - . . e ’ o

Program staff attempt to model “the attitudes and behavrors desired of students in
the program. s { -

’

Provisions are made for staff orientation, assessment, improvement, and reward.

Research and ojssemination activities are an integral part of the total instructional

system. x - ’ o : L
. ) ' @ . oy \

Institutional flexibility is sufficient for all aspects of the program. . ‘ - )

1
¥
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AMPLIFIED FORMAT

e .
Competency Specifications

1.0.  Competencies are based on an analysis of the professional role(s) and/or a theoretnt:al

v formulation of professional responsibilities. -

L

Indicat Rationale for program mod;lpnd competencigs is written

o
.
concrete and definitive f’:;‘) not written -

1.2 Assumptions about learner’gprofessional role, program constraints
v and.tgarning and instructional principles explicated

)

’

o N ) : ! ) . > /

yes t i no A

’

, | “’/f 1.3 Each confpetency in pfogram can be logically linked to program

, model ) . J
/ ’ Coan " Mo0% 60% . 1o
) . competencies. comp. comp. . comp.
} x . ~
’ 1.4 Program personpel who Hesigned program can describe rational
71d link cogfﬁbtafies to model: - ‘ .
fill persopnel . . / only smiill core of dévelopers
. - ‘ * A
- 1.5  -Entire program conceptualized as an integrated whole - .
. : ) * = b .
P 0, . total program specific parts _ specific parts v
g _ ‘M, conceptualized designﬁeq;ovérlap designed
3 ' : then specific ‘and gdps formed '
' ' ' patts-developed by analysis, then
.- ' ' ' o --linked together -~

L4 . : , {

EN

Sl b ) . )
/ 1 Each cmenon has an’ mdncator added to facilitate the study of inducators unique to specnfi’b ! / '

programs Users are encouraged to add as many as are appropriate to the situation.

. - /> N . . .
i . . “ -
- ~ . .

. . . e

» - B - . .
« . - , Lt R IS » 7
p . -
. . .

. / . oL . A L . : ’ .- N ‘ & b ’
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Competency statements describe outcomes expected from_the performance of pro-
: \fESSIOI'I related functions, or those knowledges, skills, and" atﬂtudes thought to be
essentlal to- the performance of those functions. “\

‘\lndlcators. . 2 1 Sub com.pe’tencies and objectivesare'logically linked to those
. competen'cies expected for program completion.

2

"alwa%gs _ 7 usually . never
clearly . related related
» . related - - ' ' '

D

2.2 Instructuonal objectlves are sequenced from entry-level behavrors

: ' to exit criteria. oot L
Yoo Lo
N o i . .
sequence related to sequence broad, no sequence— ~
,a Ioglcal rationalg™ determined by - -
, college. IR . L. .
3 ’ Aé«‘lé;‘ i
. 2.3\ Terminal competencles emphasize: performance and/or consequence :
7 ., objectlves not cognitive obje N . .
L N - AN \ : !
R N T - A < - — -
T all are con;: . mostare con- " \ all cognitive -
S~ \b{% - sequence and/or sequence, per- . .
L . performance and formance or T o
affective com- _ - ‘affective com- . SN
T~ spetencies petencies; a : ,
. . very few cognitive - ' S
R R .l - ‘s A_ M N
2.4 . a NV :
. - & - . v
. . o
i & ‘ \
{ 2 <
. N N \\
X v ‘ ] e . - * . -
3.0 Competency statements facilitate criterion-referenced assessment. *
“Indicators: 3.1  -Competency statements are clear and.concise. o - S e
- * ~ ‘ ’ & \
’ = 2 ':
all competency state- most competency ~ . none
- . ments are clear to all statements are clear are )
- ¢ ' students : “  to most students -~ clear
- . : : v
4 -3

3.2 Statements include criteria levels and behavuors whlch meet ¢
acceptable standards .o

N

. o . all S ’ none

. &




Lo 3.3  Criteria are based on available evidence which is related to ,
effective performance of teachers’ /
» ." / Pl
N . R ' 4 /
- \ ; v 7
all v / ' none .
. \ ; ] N , ,
. \ 0o 3.4 Competency statements describe: .
a. Settings or conditions
!  for assessment . -
N \ . - oall v none
' ® statements
u ) ’ S ® ot
T T . b. Content af performance - »
S oL all. - none
Ny - . . : ' statements
¢ TN\ y c. Level of performance ...
- > ) " *for agceptable practice :
T ‘ all « - none
- , . oo sta\,temen.ts .
e 35 >
! ; // : . o
e

. . .

I

-

“

£ R i~ . : . . - . . . -
x40 Competencies are treated as\tentative.predictors of professional effectiveness, and are

subjected to continual validatjgn procedures.

¥
3

Indicators: - 4.1 Program includes research componentto validate competencies

ERIC

PR A v 7exc provided oy Eric:

>

3

Personnel and

. ,%
resources are
specifically

- - - M :S'

- assigned to .
. this component

.. Competency state

Planned *  Somg, -
validation validation
effort is testing is

. evident done -

=

.

-

No planned
validation
“effort.is -

. evident

L .
ments are continually analyzed and revised

2.

Statements are
systematically
reviewed for’pos-
sible deletion

/ or revision for

_ Some competencies

~ are revised or deleted
for each training
cycle

each training cycle

Competencies are -
treated as permanent
objectives
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50 Competencues are specnfled and made public prior to instruction.

Indlcators. 5 1 Required competencles and optlons are known to Iearners as
- , ’ they enter program :

8 : . s
Written statement Written requirements _ -Students can not
. of competencies are available to student - describe the program,
and diagnostic .. prior to each prograrm  its competencies,
’ : procedures are © part.. . -and their options.
i o provided student as : ' -
. . heenters‘program. ‘ :
, ) . & N ) : "

. 6.2 All requirgd competencies are specified prior to initial instruction:

«

8T  Ali'specified . - most - competencies written
' and published L : -~ as program implemented
“ B3 Indlcators of competence vary among |nd|vnduals and from . .
oo , N settjng to settmg . N .
, . Flexible indicators ‘ ‘ Rigid indicators
as appropriate - required of all
- 5.4 .
A & ! ~
' A ° . :
: {

[y
[y

6.0 Learners completmg the CBE program demonstrate a wide range of competency
' profiles.

13

- ~Indicators: 6.1 Both required and optional competencies are included in the -
. : . program. ‘ )

many options open to students novoptions ®




= 1 1 = }
6.2 Individual learner needs dictate pro?ram emphases.
~ . 1[ , .
always , generally | T ~ never
. \ E 6.3 Required competencies and optionL are made known to students
. . in advance., . | T
» ' \ ) - f
AN : b
: \ always generally - never
\' ’ AN . . i .
\ 6.4 Program options are not closed.
: “ \\ ) , ' '.‘
]
yes - ; - © . no
j ‘
65  Students may choose program options.
’ * * - — R .
yes - | s w5, no.
) ‘ 6.6 Learner, cognitive styles, teaching setting, area of instruction aid
' . in determining program options. -7 -
= - - i } =5

yes _ . . no

rs / N ‘

6.7 L o : - ©ON

Il
1

. \/ Instruction

. A &
7.0,  The instructional program is derived from and linked.to specified competencies.

_Indicators: 7.1 Competencies determine the learning outcomes to be acquired.

| . ~
* * . Alllearning outcomes = .+ Activities are not
. , (knowledge, skills, etc.) i . ‘ related to specified
’ i of the instructional program competencies.
' ) are derived and linked to :
v . specified competencies. ‘
. : A




e o , ' -12- ,
' 7.2 Activities provided for the student to use in acquiring the competencies
are determined by the nature”of the competency: (ile., One does

- : ‘ not learn problem solving skills from expository teaching).
J e ; ‘ = e —
Activities are derived from he relationships
. . and linked to the com- . . tween acﬁvi_ties ‘
petencies to be acquired. . ahd the competency .
. ' , ing acquired are
’ s - ' t evident.
) 1 . _ «
oo 7.3 The elements in evaluation instruments are directly related to
\ C . specified competencies. , . ]

. Each element of - - ' here’ appear to be no
student evaluation ¢ lationships between
instruments is _dire&ly : e items in student
tracable to a specified - valuation instruments

K : competency _ nd specified
4 . ompetencies
4 & i v - l »
' ' 7.4 ’ ‘ )
- ¢ K
Wr g

Y
‘

' 8.0 Instruction which supports competency development is organized into units of manageable
size. . , . ' .

Indicators: 8.1 The size of the instructional unit is dependent upon program variables.

@ .
The'size of the ‘ ) o The size of the instruc-
instructional unit is . " tional unit is not .
related logically to - ‘ logically established. ‘
appropriate program =~ The size'varies widely.

: : : .~ +ariables. - ) !
| : .
| /
| .
- ) 8.2 Instructional units are organiied and partitioned to provide data
and feedback on learner’s stage of development.

(X

At the end of each instructional The unit size is not
unit the learner is given feed- - related to the student's
back on progress. - . feedback needs.




. S
\
8.3
'\ ”
84

9.0

) -13-.

Learner’s experience with instructional units is used to - .
determine suitability of unit size.

o

Student’s feedback
concerning the suit-
ability of units (by
length, complexity,
amount of content,
etc.) is used.to re-
vise units.

sequence preference, pacing and perceived needs.

Indicators: 9.1

&

9.2

i

. . - L » * \
"'Instruction provides alternative learning activities. -

No attemptis® ¢
made to obtain
knowledge

of student’s ex-
perience in using
units. -

AN

Instruction is organized and implemented so as to accommodate learner style,

«

ql

Instructional units pro-

“vide suggested alternate

learning activities

“which accommodate the
students’ learning style.

e .

<

' No provision-is made

in instructional units
for individual students
learning styles. *

Program sequence includes-a wide range of options.

T

Program sequence options are

.known by learner.

4

Instruction is paced to the learner.

‘I.Program sequence
options are neither
known or available
to learner.

Learners proceed

at varying.paces
through each segment
of the program.

Some differentiation
is made in learner
pacing but determin-
ed primarily by
learner circum-
stances rather

than program design.

Learpers all
proceed at the
at the same’ pace
through the
program.’

*




9.4

9.5

[
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-

Instruction provides for learner perceived needs.

- —

" Instructional units

include “learner .
select’ options for

i}‘suuction.m

Instructional options *
for achieving compefénce
not available to

program.

‘The learner is given opportunities to assess effectiveness of his preferred *
_learning styles. '

'y

There are opportunities

Little or no attention

is given to the relative
effectiveness of particular
learning styles as they

are applied by particular
individuals in reaching

fof the student to
closely examine with
~technical and pro-
fessional assistance
the learning styles

-

preferred. their objectives.
- \\ xr Dy »
L - . .
. 9.6 Conferences are held with learners at prescribed intervals. S
- \ v |
co o - ) Know schedule of No conferences -
. Avv ' conférences combined held. .
: with open system where . 2
\ i} conference really held -
\ . whenr needed. .
* ) i a !
. 9.7 ) 7 -
v
/ o SR
10.0 Learner progress is determined by demonstrated competence. \

| g
10.1  The student is knowledgable of the general nature of competencies
and criterid used to determine the extent to which performance
approgaches professional standards for acceptability. ,

|
|
\ | ‘
|
|
‘

N\
’ Student describes Student not able
competencies and to describe com-
’ . the standards for petencies request
s acceptability. or criteria that

' are acceptable.




N

%

.

'4 .

.

-

| S15- | (
10.2  Learner progress records are adequately detailed in terms of
' the competencies to be acquired. :

- e

Learner progress records Learner progress.
are adequately detailed, records not kept
in terms of the com- . on filex
petencies to be acquired. '

10.3  Learner progress records are used to chart future programs’ - o
. directions. :

Learner progress
records are seldom
if ever used to chart
program direction.

Learner progress, records
are frequently used to
chart program direction.

10.4 The demonstration of pyogress in acquiriné the competency is
the focus of attention in determining the extent to which the
learner is experiencing success.

. "

Success is determined by Success is determined
+ . extent of progress by some other other
in acquiring the com- criterion such as amount
petency. ‘ of knowledge acquired,
’ ‘ . or number of activities

. . completed.

f .
105 The instructiomﬁagement system makes provisions for students,
to be workjng at various points of development concurrently.

Instruction is modularized Insirétion is based
and organized to be carried _on the assumption

+ out individually or in small .-~ that’all students .
‘groups by variable scheduling P ould acquire the same
techniques. learnings at the same

A time.

10.6

10
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11.0  The extent of learner’s progress in demonstrating competencies is made known to

—~ him throughout the program. @ *

. Indicators; , 11.1  Learner progress records are maintained and available to a%l
concerned (learner, instructors, counselors). ‘

Learner progress records
are accessible, adequately
detailed, and open to

N . himself, instructors, and
counselors.

Learner progress
records are in-
accessible, in-
adequate, and/or
closed to students.

11.2 The instructional staff (instructors and counselors) and learner
periodically review progress records in conference.

\
p - -Student progress
conferences are .
held frequently.

. -

] ’

Student progress
conferences are
non-existent.

11.3  The instructional management system provides for the frequent
and/or‘continuous updating of the student’s pragress records.

Progress records updated
on a continuing basis.

o

”

7 “
It .

Progress records if
available are onl§
updated at infrequent
(i.e., semester end)

. periods.

11.4  The student is provided with opportunities to acquire skill in
analyzing and evaluating his own professional behavior.

In addition to being

provided with infarmation

P 2N about his progress, the
student is helped to
~—acquire skill in analyzing
e - 3 his own professional
k behavior.

Little or no at-
tention is given

16 the analysis of .
“the student’s progress,

and none in helping
the student acquire
this skill himself.
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12.0 Instructional specifications are reviewed and revised based on feedback data.

Indicators: 12.1 Speéifications for the instructional system are explicit and

s all concerned {students, instructors, counselors, instructional
P . professional services personnel, etc.) are aware of these ‘
sp‘ecifications.fg,
A list of specifications. Neither specifica-
for the instructional ' tions nor policies
system is published. concerning th .
: . instructional s%ste’m
s - have been recorded
’ ' - - much less made
) known to those
/ ' ' _ Tinvolved.

. 12.2 Procedures have been established for having students assess
/ . the instructional system.

{ . .

i On a frequent periodic . No attempt is made
or continuing basis ‘ to obtain students’ - .
‘ students are asked to reactions to the in-
react to the effective- ° structional pro-
ness of, the procedures . cedures.

used in the instruc-
tional system.
12.3 A wide range of data is considered in the analysis of the in-
-structional system. (Student time, instructor time, in-
structional resources, management needs, learner performance,

etc.). 5 : ‘
- . An extensive collection . No attempt is made
-~ of data is used for the to analyze the
analysis of the instruc- operation of the
tional system. instructional system.

. ¢ > *
12.4 Data obtained from the analysis of the instructional system as
provided by student feedback are used to reyise the system.

s

¢

On a frequent periodic . No systematic or regular .
or continuing basis the ~attempt is made to revise
. . ¢ instructional system is ) the instructional system.
. ' revised from data pro- Changes are made primarily
V% ] vided by student feedback. _ on demand from some con- .

: dition or authority.

. .
\ s
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Assessmient
13.0 Compétency measures are related validly to competency statements.-

Indicators: 13.1 A listing of performance indicators is included with each com-
petency statement. ‘

. ] —_— . e TS
Multiple indicators Few competency No competency ”
are present for all statements have statements
competency state- multiple have more than
ments ' indicators one indicator

13.2 - Indicators are logically related to competency statements. .
‘;‘ . //‘——ZN » /,

1

all _ some none
competencies - ~ of them

13.3 Measuring instruments are logically related to indicators.

s
v B A } -
all S some none
‘competehcies B of them
134 \/
~
\ 5 . \,' .\
. \ .
. \\" < )
\(\ 'S - \
14.0 Competency measures are specific, realistic, and sensitive to nuance.. \

, - Indicétors: 14.1 Competency measures discrim’ina,tebefw'éen learners who
, ) demonstrate and those _/wbo*dd not demonstrate competency.
? / ‘
)u/nﬁgﬁu res - Most measures Undetermined
.~ most of the time - most of the time ‘

. - ’
7 . . .
/ .t 142 Measures assess consiftency 74formance over time.

o

Always sually Seldom

s T e—e—
S 2
/




e

Reliafility of instruments is );ma

A

and high.
»

N

Some’
instruments

Com*mted for
all instruments
and high

14.4

0

Eotkn_gém . r

Procedures for measuring competency demonsftrat
) specified so as to assume quality’and consistency.

S

i are

B - - N\ / -
Generally folfowed— J Procedures not

.and known by data ; specified, known

L‘\ coﬂemgrs ) / -or foll?wed. o '
- 14.5 Data collection procedures rs/q ire realistic time and resource
expenditures by stud’ézt;? ' staff.
Realistic E Unrealistic
146 = / .,
. /

.

158.0 ©° Competency measures discﬁiminate on the basis of standards set for competency

‘“ demonstration.

Indicators: 15}.1

demonstration for all competencies.

;

Specific accepté’ble standards are established prior to competency

‘
\

P
‘S

Some standards
are set in advance

Standards are set
, and made public.

{ ,
Z Standards are based upon data.

i e

4

Standards are depen-
dent upon individual
case, decided after.
competency demonstra-
tion, '

Standards are
present but
primarily

based upon
judgment or on
negotiation among
developers.

L.ogic, data or -
research is used -
as basis for
s_tandards.

Standards are un-
known or dependent
upon individual
cdses. ,

-
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which standards are met.

¢

-

o

\ i

n

16.3 Competency measures provide data mdlcatmg the extenb

R}

N

For all
, standards

s

For some
standards

For no
standards

15.4  Staodards are realistic expecta_tfons of professional developmental.
. . 1 . . . T

.o All standards

appropriate for
e . * particular phase 2

" professional

' _ development.

Some standards ‘
are appropriate

Standards are not
realistic for particular
phase 4 program to

which they are applied, J

v,

AN

. W : \
15,6 Standarps are applied based qn the demonstration context. N

- . J

Standards may be
negotiated prior
to-demonstration.

g
o

’

Standards are

‘fodified in in-.

dividual cases after
competency demon-
stration attempted.

,Standards are non-

resistant or rigidly
applied.

'16.0 Date provided by competency measures are manageable and useful in.decision making. > ’

Ir?icators: 16.1 Data are collected and stored in an easily retrievable form.

Data on compétency
measures are col-
lected and centrally
stored.

Some data arg
collected, storage
not planned or
centrally located.

- Not collected or
not'stored. f

/ .

2

- Reports are helpful-
. to decision makers

ome reports are
-ade as a result
of 3pecial needs.

No reports are )
generated.
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. - 16.3. Dataare tij\sed in making programmatic decisions,” ) N §
‘ s . ' - ’ . 6// ‘
U ) - P Yo
_ \ 4 , o Data are g‘eperated *  Occasionally data  Not used.
. .o ‘ +.  as abasis for de-* used as a basis ¥
. ’ ' - . cision making. .for decision L@
' . . making. -
; e " 16.4 Data cgllection and analysis procedures are feasible in terms
of time, persennel, and resources.
’, . s [ - - X ) el
s . . S .
ST - = = o .
Efficiently handled . Collected but. Burden is on 2
o within resources. seldom used program, or C
. I . o _ because pro- . not collected.
: * . ‘ . ~cedures are -, S
. cumpersome. ,
16.5 Dataare easV"t»o interprét. = 3
& . . . . , v / . &
. ; ». Format of);,'ata .o ' Nat easily /
' h : : analysis is clear. . intérpretable.
4,—/ .' ) . / . - . - -
16.6 A s L
\ . 1]
v . S
i o
, . ' - . LN
iz 17.0 Competency measures and standards are specified and ‘made public prior to instruction.
i : : ’ " : : e
o Indicators:” 17.1  Cgpmpetency measures and standards are in a written form. ) .
' / . ' t{. ! i - e —-— - ! .
B  For all cbmpetency Some are None are
measures and” | available, written, =
standards. ‘ >
. _ | .
. | . @_}g 17.2 Competency méasures and standards éi’a&specified in a@_ .
» . - ;. a
yes for some : no
17.3  Students can describe competency measures and standards.
@’ - . .
R SO S — L e e y, e e g e ,
o *: all known to the some knovy . unknown ter Co X
NG . - : - 7 students

.
¢ . "' N : M N - \
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B D . 4 . v o .
‘ 17.4  Procedures for demonstratmg competencies are known to Ty
\ ‘ students and-faculty. o A N
: . e ’ )
: - . Known toall. - Known'to some,  Unknown’ to w "
- .- : o L _ students. - , S
. 17.5 .
+ . 7/ ) A "

. [
. ¥

' . \ : . ¢ Y K
‘ o1 . N

Governance and MaUement .

18. 0 Pollcy statements are written to govern in broad outline, the mtended structu re,
content operatlon and resource base of the program - - ‘

-
- . ¢

tndicators: - 18.1 A formally recogmzed pollcy-makmg or govermng body éxists-

. B for the program. . 3
L] ‘ i » . ' ” - “«

L e . A geverning body is’ S No authority recognized _
TR . - recogmzed as having 'y to which one may turn to - s
,_,,s\f\ ' ' . responsibility and . obtain knowledge of

TR e authorntyior makmg existing policies upon ,

' policies for the' -~ which to base p&ram .
R .+ program. S operatlons ST eal
e ., 18.2 All'institutions agencies, organizations and group\hparticipating. o ‘
’ o S in the program are represented in policy deC|s|ons that affect )
) “the program. - R .
) ’ { N ’ . , ‘ ’ R \~
' AR T ) - 2 ; -
Ce When policies are formed : No policies or policies ‘ 4
’ all persons of groups whiéh made by one group.
, . may be affected by those * -
. * policies are represented. . , “ . .
1 0 ‘ N ; o

18.3 Polioy decisions are support‘e‘d/by and made after consideration
of data on program effectivengss and resources required.

s

" * - ,
_ ,
: ,  Dataare collected, and * JNo research’base exists i
L © systematically stored; for policy decisions. ”
and consideredinre- = . ' Policies are the result of
.- viewing, changirig or " power rglationships ,
T ’ ( creating policies. and persasial opinions.
) ", ‘ . ‘ ’ N
! - b2 ¥ ! " -
L- Q_% ' .
\ . R - g

, 2
. 7
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. 18 4 An exphcnt statement of policies for management and governance
of the program is available to all involved or concerned. ‘ i
N ’3' " o Sucﬁ a'staterfient of policies - There appears to be-no orderly
S *is in printed form, current . . statements of policies avail- ‘
TR . and frequently referred to able t0 persops involved in
by persons involved in manage- management or governance of
ment or governance of the the program. , ,
program. ' '
- 18.6  Associated wrth the statement of policies for management-and
governance of the program is a list of the competencies
. specified to be demonstrated for exit from the program.
- o -ﬂ )
. " ) ST ‘ - There exists a manual or ~ The expécted outcomes of the-
R ‘ handbg)pk which presents " program are not clearly
statemerfts of competencies - available even in general
: - specified to be démonstrated statements.
for exit accompanied by -
interpretative_ narrative. g
[ ’ * ‘ . /
. , 18 6 Pohcles organization, and mgnagement procedures are readlly
e : o o modified and regularly revnewed : ‘ d
\\ N ) . . "
\\‘\" ) o L : ' oy e :
\ -~ Process known to all; . , No Known governance
. review process regular. * structure or a rigid, _— .
Tt te e S _ unmodijfiable one. o .
18.7 ’ S - .
g .t . W2

"19.0 - Management functlons responsnbllmes procedu res and mechanisms are clearly

LI . defined and made exphcut - .
N 4\‘ I'nd'ica_tors: 19.1 Management decisions reflect stated program philosophy o ’
and policy.
~ . ) 2 ) . . o
: ngen management decisions are When decisions are made
® - miade, the deci$ion is accompanied  they are primarily forced |
A ) - 2 . by a rationale which cites the —~ by un;gent conditions and
. \ e i program policies and/or assump- represent an arbitrary solution
‘ ! " tions.upon ‘which the decisions . derived from paqlitical rather

N . ‘aremade, - than rational interaction.

) . . - 1
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The person or group wnth responS|b|I|ty for declsnon -making

has the authority and resources to implement the decnsnon

PRI

No person or group is required
-to implement a management

decision unless provided with

the authority and resources .
needed to fulfill the requirements
of the decisiori.

‘Frequently personsor -

groups are asked to imple- .-

ment plans for which they
have neithet the resources
nor the authority.

Program management and governance operations are designed .
to model the characteristics desired of schools and classroom - -

in which program graduates will teach.

Ll

N

The criteria established for the
management and governance of the

teacher education program repre-

_ sents the kind of management and

governance program which would
be desirable for the schools in
which the graduates are Ilkely

to teach. "

¥

The criteria-used for

assessing the manage-

ment and governance of

the teacher education program
differ from those-thought
suitable for the schodls

in which the graduates

are likely to teach.

\

- Job definitions, staff selection, and job assngnment respon

sibilities carried out by the same management-governance
teams who are entrusted. with. other management-governance

functions. 5

The preparation of job des-
criptions, the selection
of staff and the assngnment
of personnel fo tasks is '

a function of the manage- -

ment-governance team.’

. ., M . ’ . "
Formally reeognized procedures and mechanisms exist for

Various individuals in
management are entrusted
with various management
functlons There is little
or no attempt to co-
ordinate. -

.

arriving at the various levels of program management decisions.

4 . .

. ~
~

Procedures for program manage-
ment decisions and made public,
uséd consistently, and

* acceptable to all invdlved. '

o

Procedures for program manage-
ment decisions are in-

' consistently'“follbwfe’d.

T

.
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20.0 Program staff attémpt to model the attitudes and behaviors desired of students in
the program.

. - Indicators:_ 20.1  Faculty and staff meet regularly to work as teams.

7 ' ' 1+ Always Sometimes . Never

20.2" Staff treats students with the respect and concern for support

\% . . .. which is of the same hlgh quality expected of graduates with

‘ A ' " the|r reIatlon to school pupils. - . -

B : = % ) :
? . ' ' ‘,
L : - Always _ . Sometimes ' Never v

v

.20.3  Staff members openly share differences of philosophy and
. - social positions so that students see the appropriateness
! ‘. . . and strength in diversity. :

o
~

Always . Sometimes . ~ Never

20.4 Instructional staff use the CBE principles in their own teaching.

., .

. . ., Yes v No
205 | - oy
- A\
N
4 - N
' ) - ) ) R \\.
21.0. Provisions are made for staff orientation, assessment, improvement, and reward. !
. ° » ~ . e C ] . ‘[ *
“ ~Indicators: '21.1 Personnel training programs are cpmpetency-based. i
’ ] R Yoa i J
« .- . Improyementof - Isolated ° No organized Ct
" program personnel - - activities. - . - training program. _ .
is through a CBE - 1 . ' B

4 .

deslgned system. e » , . f




226 - - a
21.2 Evaluation profiles are kéﬁt on all staff and made available
" - to them. . : : :
AN
) : -t i \
Yes ./ No

. »
v ]
- R R

21.3° Faculty reward structure consistent with CBE role descrlptlons ‘

requirements and develope”ment

.
“

Yes

No

214 Staff development actlvmes are recoghiped as |mportant as

teachlng, research, and publlcatlon

Yes .

215

.No

22.0 _Research and dissemination activities are an integral part of the total instructional

« System,

o

Indicators: 22.1
operatlohal N
A

-

A resqarch strategy for validating and re0|smg the program is

1

Some efforts to
study results of
program.

Written procedures,
hypotheses, date;
systematically applied.

‘Not being
done.

*

. 22.2 ' Reports of corhf:leted studies are used in reviSing program,

)

Data or unwritten

Numerous written No reports.
reports available, reports available.
used. ‘
o3 N, . Q
" 223 Reseqrch management system is operational.- _
Yes, comprehensive, Some processes, Not
not systematic. operational.

workable, working.

. -

‘@
.6
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N ‘ o 22.4  Procedures for sharing results with other programs and for ,
obtaining their reports are operationa!. '

v L3
4 : Y

_ Regularly shares with Haphazard sharing No relationship
. . at least two programs,  of results with other than casual
fooe o some sharing with- ~ other programs. ones. .
ten others. - :

22,5 Staff can describe the research strategy, on- gomg studies, and

& o conglusions of previous efforts .
. All staff ' Some - Only for studies
v, . ‘ ) _ he is engaged in. . .
226 _ e , | -0
A
. .

23.0 Institutional flexibility is sufficient for all aspects-of the program.

Indicators: 23.1 Respurce allocation is based on student outcomes rather than

\/ . S . course competencies.’
( i . Resources allocation , _ Resources allocated
A determined by objectives ) by oo'urse enrollments.
) ' completed by students, - ' S :

¥ [

" 23.2 Addmonal resources (personnel, materials, facilitigs, funds)

are provided for program development. = C
- \‘.
30% or more 15% increase - None R
' increase for.~- in resources
program desagn : (personnel and
* dollars). :

4 N
. - ot

23.3 Resources are contributed by all consortium members (sohool

7}.
b districts, dolleges, professions) to collaborative effort beyond
1 mdwldual institutional needs. . .
" '
S o ’ Y ", All partners contribute A e institution No additional
funds and personnel to  provides additional 'funds providéd. -

build consortium. funds. J
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2\3\4\?;)”"58 grading, and program revision procedures support the a

’

qtatlveness necessary to complunerft the program. S
~

.

Changes readily
accepted.on

Involved proce-
dures and numerous

No changes
possible.« ’

y experimental authorizations by P
T basis. committees ¢ ad-
’ ministrators )
necessary for -
. “:\‘\ changes.
( - e
235 '

&

.

~ -

. . - L v
24.0  The program is planned dhd operated as a totally unified, integrated system.

 Indicators: 24.1 The pfog:am°'was plénned as a totally intégrated system, 2 FAT
b Total progl:am .Courses com’pfled | Independent
designed prior - into a program. parts grouped
. : to independent . __together and
. . © ' parts. ‘ . called a program.
R ) , ¢ ) i .
* "24.2 ' The program is operated as a system.
. N A s
. . Decisions reflect L. Many -
consideration of isolated
the total system. independent
. \//, decisions.
24.3 Managément is by objectives. : ‘
Yes ) , : Sbm'ewhat No
&

o~

.

244

Evaluation system provides continual feedback to assess

_ objectives achievement for various sub-systems.

None
operational.

Data available
and used, Program
reviséd,

Data occasionally
used.

oo




24,5

24.6

L7

24.7

. 248

i 24.9
¥
. :
7
.
-
>
. F
&
P
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/
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When making decisions on one phase of the program, impact
on other sub-systems is cale¢ulated and considered.

>

-

Always

Sometimes

+  Never

The sub-systems are continually being modified.

e

x

Yes

. Somewhat

No

Harmony in principles among various sub-systems is apparent.

1 .

1

-

’

J /. ' .
Internal Consistency can No consistency,
consistency be generally . * ornot
easily apparent. identified. considered.

P

+

The program is continually evaluated against the abtu_al pro-

: fessi_onalnéezjs, and refined based on feedbagk.

.

d

"Formal review

structuge
operational;
changes continually
being considered.

- Program not

amenable to
modification.

-

.
"o

)
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INTRODUCTION " -

, This section is designed to help the readgFunderstand the various criteria, the indicators
1 one may expect to find which support the cgiferia, and the rationale behind the authors’ in-

clusion of some aspects and exclustbn of dthers vis-a-vis the criteria. For each of the criteria, this
section includes (a) the criterion statement; (b) the indicators for that criterion#nd (c) a dis-
cussion of.the criterion, the indicators and the authors’ rationale. The intent of the section is to
allow the reader to consider the criteria from the same perspective of the authors. The authors
-would be quite concerned if this discussion, ip any way, would limit the reader from the variety
of possibilities for use which might be imagined for an individual criterion or the criteria as a group.

' COMPETENCY SPECIFICATIONS

of the program but to how competency statements are determined, written, measured and used. The .
analysis contained in th|s part includes implications for the public nature of competehcles and the '
flexibility necessary in “‘requiring’’ competence. i . .

1.0 Competencles are based on an analysis of the professional role(s) and/or L
a theorétlcal formulatlon of professional responsibilities.

~ -
-

This criterion examiﬂe(s how competencies are determined. ‘fﬁbasuc contrast that is made
is between traditional curriculum designs and the competency-based currlculurp désign. The
~ principal distinction is that the latter is the result of an-analysis of the professnonal role of
practitioners for which CBE students are being trained. .
Traditionally, professnonal educational programs are designed by educators who draw-
upon their expertise as defined by an academic subject area (e.g., anatomy, physics, and literature
or even so figecisely défined as human anatomy, thermal dynamics, and 17th-century English
poetry). What the student learns in traditional programs may (')'rmay not possess.specific ”
relevance to professional practice, and the total program may or [E ay not be coorjrnated for
maxirhum learning efficiency. Often decisions made about currictlum requirements have little
justlflcatlon beyond the fact that “‘our students always take ‘X’ subject of Professor ‘Y's’ course.”
As such, these decisions exude an aura of the initiation rike.
CBE, however, emphasizes the connection between professional competence and the .
- speciflcatlon of trainee learning experiences. The analysis of professional responsibilities, therefore,
is a prerequisite for curricular decisions. Some areas of professional activity may not admit to
precise analysis; yet even in such cases theoretical formulations of these areas can be made con-
sistent with the professional role definition. Based on professional descriptors (whether R
) pragmatic or thgforetical), a rationale can be written whigtpcommunicates a professional training
‘ program’s purpose and goals. The rationale provides the students of the prograf, the public supporting °
the program, and)the faculty conducting the program with a clear exposition of the program’s
objectives. Hidden agendas within the professional training will disappear. Students will
know what is expected of them prior to entry in the program. "Public support can be based on informed .
-~ commitment to the objectives. Faculty will know the contribution they make to the program and
how it connects with the total design.
' The writing out of competency statements as the foundation of the curriculum plan achieves
the benefits of both curricular precision and programmatic mtegraf( ion. Questions of tlie rélevance
of each part are answered as the parts fit into the total plan. The totahty of the instruction system *

3
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characterize-mest catalogue descriptions of tralm programs or the fragmentary collection

+  of disparate pieces of instruction. -
One of the underlying assumptions o%ompetency based rograms is that the selectfon
of competencies is made through a process in which all ma;c%tplclpants in the professign con- ~
tribute to determining what constitutes a valid competency? For the teaching professigh such 1
participants would include university faculty, practicing teachers, administrators -- bifth ‘

university and school, students and the general publlc All partles and aII sourcesfiust be

v consequences in the systemic design of a CBE program which are discussed pfider other cri,teria
statements; for example, student placemént in cooperating field centers iz*Viewed as not only
. a way by which students practice and demonstrate certain competenci%¢ but also as-a nreans
of validating the competency statements and providi’ng data for theit revision. Since no
decision is made in lsolatlon fram other cgfmponents of the pr m, the design of the
management system, the mstructldnal de‘l'wery sy§tem and the research system are all affected <
by this assumption. i F - L
Probably thef greatest consequence of the application of this criterion in the deSlgn P
- of a curriculum is in broadening the definition of a profession. Who constltutes a professional?
The concept of-a practicing professigrial as-dn independent agent belongmg to a “'guild’’ of other
independent agents is no longer-. functlonal in our society. It is especially true that the arrogance
of knowledge -and narrow spect,ahzatnon can no longer be acceptable to a society which demands
accountability from its professfonals. All persons who are affected By the practices of a pro-
. fessional have a right to participate in the decisions which dé@ne the profession.
) The definition of professional functions cannot be left to practitioners alone. The
apprentlce system is dead in an age of technology. The training of professionals has to result
~—in the creation of equitable distribution of professlonal services. Competency-based educational
programs move the profession from the status of a cllque protecting its prerogatives to that
. of a public system delivering its services. - i .

\/r

2.0 Competency statements desgcribe outcmées expected from the performance ‘ _
of profession-related functions, or those knowledges, skills, and attitudes T e
thought to be essential to the performance of those functions. ‘

. Gwen a clear definition of the professional roles graduatesare expected to perform, a ‘o
~ CBE program delineates the ‘instructional objectives for trainees. Objectives are stated in com- ‘

=~ petency terms and are sequenced from entry level behaviors to exit criteria. While individual

modules of instruction will describe learning experiences which have cognitive\/knowledge‘
e objectives, and while others-will describe skill acquisition exercisesthrough simulations and
- other practice situations, the focus of the program rémains on the outcome.@r terminal com-
petencies of the professiopal functions. Conceptual learning and affective yrowth and skill
development may be differentiated by separate descriptors, but the design of a Q%l}isz:@am

nc

is always to codrdinate and orchestrate the unity of these factors in thefmﬁ?"f’u ng pro-
fessional. ,_.E,@-‘QT,,

For example, a music teacher in a public school will nged to know a great deal about..
music literature, the history of music, harmonics, music theory, ete. She/he will also have
skills in performance, probably on more than one instrument. However, knowing much about
music and knowing how to make muslc are still not enough. The declswe criteria for the N

e




eacher resides in the capacity to transfer the musical knowledge, attitudes, and
e skills to others. Many musicians cannot teach. 1t is the purpose of a CBE
i in music education to insure that the outcome of training is effective.functioning
Me Iearner consequence level. So as previously as§erted, it is necessary that the link between
professional role definition and competency statements in a tralmng program be established
and diligently maintained.
A competency-based educatign program focuses on the expected behavior of the ~
' pre-professional_trainee as an indicator gf competency, whether in entry level criteria or in
exit criteria. Tﬁas, the objectiy€s within the program are stated.in behavioral terms and are
sequenced to facilitate the acquisitionof-Kiiowledge, skills and attitudes. In many programs
modules are used to define a specific developmental task leading to a demonstratlon of com-
petency. A modular format using behavioral terms permits the adaptatlon of sequence and <
pace to trainee needs. 1t also breaks up the traditional, and often artificial, divisions of
~ _kndwledge by écagemic subject area. Instead of a vertical division of the curriculum, a ~
horizontal distribution of knowledge skills and attitudes leading to a specific competency
occurs.

A competency statement dest:ribeg the outcome behavior, but this standard also
recognizes the fact that each behavior is incorporated intd the repertoire of individual
trainees who emit the peh)ior So the reality of a CBE programi fosters the individual ap-
proprtatlon of professiorial behavior. The program allows opportunity for the student to .

/personally relate discfete knowledge, skills and attitudes into his/her own set of behavioral
strategies, A large degree of student responsiveness is build into the program by virtue of
this fa / Different student progress does, in fact, elicit different patterns of using knowledge
slcilt; nd attitudinal constructs. The result is that a CBE program constantly evaluates its
criteria for mastery against trainee béhavior in professional roles, rather than against some

T “absolute, artificial standafd. . The recycling of the instructional. pmgram ‘thus, becomes a

continuous process. - —— ~

P

3.0 Competency statements facilitate criterion-referenced assessment.

One of the great advantages of a CBE program is that the evaluation/assessment of

- _ trainee performance is gdf' ed upon measurable criteria rather than on standar

least, this is true to the extent it is possible to describe the desirable outcomes in ehavnorab

termsr The practice of norm-referenced assessment of student work has long been an in-

hibitor of student growth and even of curriculum change.—__«A"good example of norm-referenced

assessment is the traditional practice of many mathematics ‘profg;,sors who pride themselves

in failing an exact pertentage of studentsevery term. Or take the case of the policy at some

darge state universities which have ‘'open enroliment requirements mandated by legislatures.

. These universities often use the large freshmen requnred courses, such as freshman English,

* as the arm of the fdmissions office by failing {’ weedmg out”) students in fixed quantities.
Some norms may be useful, but m most cases they dre established by reasons other than
meeting students’ needs.
, Criteria-referenced assessment sets performance standards that are based on realistic
professional behaviors. Competency statements, therefore, describe the setting or con-

, ditions for assessment, the content of the performance, and the level of performance for
acceptable professional practice. Successful achievement, as a resylt, is based upon a trainee’s
meeting the prescribed professional criteria, rather than upon his competing against fellow
trainees to be accepted into the arbitrary percentage of “those who passed.”

-
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.
When has someone learned enough? The wise have alxza/ys told us that the answer to

that ouestaoms never.” The range of human achievement is frast, so that when considering pro-
“fes on\al standards, it is necessary to state criteria with a hig degree of behavioral specificity.
At the same time, it is equally important to recognize the vdriability in each trainee’s display of
* the specified behavior. For this reason, CBE programs are indiv dualized by definition. As the
criteria of a competency list not only what is done, but also the condltaorg; and the level of
performance, so the “‘gestalt’’ of the performance for each trainee JS 'considered in the assessment.
The individual-student’s performance profile contains the evidence of individual work; so a norm-

referenced grading system is not appropriate.
) Nowhere is the evaluation of teacher performance more dlfi‘lcult than in the area of interests,
attitddes and values - the affective domain? And yet the evndenlfé from research suggests that
the quality of teachiny is dﬁrectly reldted to positive attitudes toWard self and the world. The
criteria for assessing teachers, and thus teacher trainees, must- tnclllde statements which relate -
to attitudes, beliefs and feelings; in fact, the whole range of valuga meaning in a teaching task
_is as important as the observable behavior. A CBE program maKé§ it possible to encourage the
development of trainee sensitivity to this level of action by proy ing for individualization in
both task definition and task reporting/recall. Unless the tramees are made partners in this
process, this level of self-assessment just won’t happen. - leewwe unless a program makes' - -
explicit its values, beliefs and feelings about the quality of human life, students’will have no
gunde in the struggle for self-growth. - 5y, - ¥ ’ - ‘ £

N
4.0 Competencies are treated as tentative predrctors’ of professronal effectlveness
and subjected to continual validation procedures’ ; v

A CBE program to the extent possible, bases ItS desng operation and output upon
empirical evidence linked to professional function. Given this' zoal a CBE program treats the
competency descriptors.as tools by which: predictions of succgssful professional function may
be made. The existing evidence of contextual and/or empirical support of a given competency
statement does not negate the importance of continual validation. That i is, a given competency
maydbe éneralfy supported by the professional opinion/judgiment of its |mportance and there
{ay be research studies which reinforce the competency’s essentiality to professional practice
But, as trainees move into professional roles, a continual process of measuring the actual
importance/use of the competence in practice is maintained. Frorfl such data, a given com-
petency-may be more accurately described or otherwise modified as a training objective.

Predictability, in this statement, is.not used so much in the statistical sense, but rather
in the sense of an inferential relationship that exists between the demonstrator of the com-
petency in a preparation program and future, short or long range success as a practicing pro-
fessional. Validation testing of the competencies among professionals in the field is; thus, a
crucial research component of a CBE program. But even before all empirical data are in on any
given competency, a priori inferences may be made as to the importance of competencies. An ,
a priori inference is one based on a logical analysis, rather than "’hard data’’ research results. s .
The inference can be based on analysis of job definition and/or a theoretical formulation: of
professional responsibilities. As research data become available they would be used. However, the \
lack of research data will not deter the preparation of competency statements. )

An example of the regenerative feature of CBE programs is the Tolede model. Formative
evaluation is builtinto the Toledo model’s procedures through the Assessment/Revision
Committee whose three major concerns are the operation of the information management
system to insure the continual collection and dissemination o’f tata, the supervision of
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{ k pr@ogrammatlc research, and.the design and implementation of formative and summative evglua-
tion. Special ad hoc groups are formed to aid in formatwe evaluation, at both the elementary
and secondary levels.
# At Florida International Umversnty student performance data and student attitude-data
are callegted on all modules, tasks and enablers each quarter. These data are used to revjse
arid refine competency statdments, module packages, etc. The ‘internal validation question being
~ answered is, “’Are the students actually acquiring and demonstratlng the prespecified competencies?”’
As a result of suchbuilt-in systems, CBE programs can effect change in different program ‘
areas on an on-going, routine basis of operat|0n

n

-

. B.0 Competencies are specified and made public prior to instruction.

-

E program is<characterized by an integrated desrgn of learning activities based on
clearly describied competency statements. The competencv‘ﬂtatements speqify performance
levels for trainee evaluation and are known to everyone. The applicant 1o the program can,
thérefore, know in advance of entry what will be expected of him. While a CBE prggram can
permit considerable flexibility for student negofiation df. optional/alternatlve learning &
experiences, the non-negotiable competencies are easily‘identified by trainers and trainees

" alile. This fact increases the effectiveness of the training and the morale of the trainees. No :
hidden agendas are practiced upon the stugents. Instructors knpw the objectives of not only .
their own area of teaching responsibility, but also of their colleagues Asa result, advisement,
student self-assessment of progress, and program effectweness are greatly enhanced.

‘ ©

Students and faculty of a CBE program have access to information about the total .
operation of the program. Students learn as they enter the program - through intensive '
orientation, the structure, functions and operational procedures. They kaow in advance the .

objectives and crlterla for assessment forach part of the program The faculty also knows what . )
to expect fsom their colleagues dnd whdt their colleagues expect from them. In’ contrast many .
traditional programs make a fetish-of secredy undef the guise of “academic freedom.” Such ‘
closed door pollcles often cover up sloppy planning and ineffective teaching. In sp|te of what -
the catalofjue may say about a course, many professors teach what they please in thair classes.
For example, at one major university it was distovered - only by. madvertence that three .
-graduate courses in a sequence of required courses all had rbqunretkthe readlng of‘Eumm_Sthk
during the first year of that book'’s popularity. Who really knowhat gdes on'in another
professor’s course in the traditional curriculum? How does.a student know what he/she is:
getting intg when the course begins? While student evaluations and undergroqnd course ) -
descriptions are filling the gap on some campuses, tﬁ‘ere weuld be no gap in pl’ofesslonal
trammg programs which operation on CBE -principles. : ‘ .

6.0 Learners completnng the CBE program demonstrate a wide range of

competency profiles. '
1 .

4

When a trainee in a CBE program graduates, |nstead of having a fist of courses and a
" grade point average as the evidence of his competency, he has a portfolio describing his
demjonstrated competence in both required and optional areas. A competency profile of
the program graduate could be drawn from the primary evidence of his performance at specific
tasks; in many cases this evidence could include the assessed product itself - a paper, a.media
program, a video record of a task performance, etc. Potentlal employers of CBE program
graduates have a more accurate index of the professional capability of job applicants. . g
. r
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“the competency -based instructional design. Demonstrating competence in areas of strength

_ ing a respondent learning strategy;
- . student’in training acquire knowledge about respondent Iearruy‘g theory, but that student
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. During training, the individual learner profits from the flexibility made possible by ,

may be quickly accompllshed permitting greater attention to areas of student weakness.

The |ndW|duaI neells of the learner can dictate the allocation of time and resources within
the program. Likewise as requirements are met, optlonal experlepces can prdvide a broaden- -
ing and deepenlng of learner proficiency. , e . ,
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+  Because instruction is the main business of any educational program, the criteria

for the instruction subsystem are among the most lmportant In CBE, these criteria re-.

flect system, ordef and direction. Wheq«:ontrasted with more common programs, it is .

found that CBE is not centered around a variety of learning experiences as is the activity ,
program. Nor is ‘instruction incidental or derived from the expressed wishes of the learners.. ’
Unlike the’ subje¢t-matter approach, it avolds having its students accumulate and organize
ascholarly’ and professiondl knowledge on the assumption that this is the primary lngredlent
CBE mstructlon is derived from competencies and is dlrected at providing learners with
these same competencies. {hstruction i is, therefore, focused on the job to be learned. An « o
analysis of that job provides the performances, subject matter skills and attitudes of which o
the program is composed. Instructlon helps the learner acqulre these elements and synthesize |

them babk into the speclfled competencles pTHe criteria which follow facllltate this process. '

o

m b

7.0 .. The instructional program is derived from andﬂliﬁked to specified competencies. -
. ‘\’ ’ ) 4 ” ) " ) ¢ s

A competency-based program builds. the design of the instructional program on the :

speclfred professional o@utcomes identified and expressed by competency statements. For

example, if, in the judgement of some acknowledged autho? ity, one of the professional 5 ¥

tasks in which a teacher nstrate competency is that of designing and administer-

en several implications follow. Not only should the

o
-

should also be able to transfer the concept to practice settings using simulations of real = |

life characteristics. However, the test of demonstrated competence can only come in an actu,al

classroom with pupils. It is likely that repeated practice would be required for performance

.dermonstration. Each of these steps in acquiring the stated competency implies a programmatic

“need: resource material for cognitive learning of the conéept simulation settings, materials o

for practice, and field/laboratory contexts for demonstration in real settings. oProgram .

decisions are thus to be made on the basis of definition of the competency to be acquired. The

demands of the profession are carrled throughout the pIann|ng, implementation, management

and evaJuatiori of the instructional program ) 2
It should be observed that traditional programs are often weakest at this pomt hamely

%in demonstrati ng relevance and the visible connection between learner outcomes and the

speclflc activities of the day-to-day instruction. In many cases, what accurs in classrooms

and seminars is dictated by factors quite unrelated to student needs or professional competence.

The favorite “"hobby-horse’”’ of the instructor maybe the focus of léctures. Assignmentsmay

be made on the basis of materials availgble or instructor familiarity, without regard to either

student rieeds or of an integrated instructional plan. All that can be said with accuracy about S

traditional. programs that certain quantitative events have occurred in a trainee’s experience. For '

example, most teacher certification programs still requlre a given amount of time ( transIated by

credrt hours) in a given array of subjects.
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R The mdlcators concerlxthemselves wlth the prlmary aspects of thewnstrI.lctlonal

program other than the competencies themselves. The indicators focus on can ent,.learnrng

actwntles and the evaluatlon of student‘progress : ) “,-' -

) - & - . / .

8.0 lnstrUction whlch supports competency development is organlzed into units of
manageable size. - . : ‘ .

,®

-

" The most common term in CBE for” unlts of,manageable size’’ is quuleﬁ%%dule
is an identifiable unit of instructién which logically would facilitite the performance of -
one or more competencies.’ A module may be’ represented by: a collection of (1) facts,
deflnltlons and.concepts about.some’ phenomena (2) skills to'be’ acquired; or (3) attitudes
or values wﬂhwj)mch certain essential competencies can be implemented. . f

Bef:ause a;lﬁedule may be large‘or small, the term ‘‘manageable size’ needs funher
clarlflcatlon This can be done best by contrasting CBE practices with common practices.

*In corfimon practice the teachlng umt isa standard length  of time. There'is some measure of

flex1b1llty n‘l“thls practice. For example, a coqrse is normally measured by some multiple of
the academic semester or ‘quarter hour. Itis normally divided into subject units. Itis common

‘ practice to divide a course into a number of subject units on the basis of the number of weeks

the course is offered. Sometimes a unit is one week; at other times it may be two weeks in”.

- length. There are other. var1atlons, but all are based on time. Competency- based educatlon

(3

- assuimes that the managers of learhlng carf'select the enablers in such a manner that the

assortment selected for the mstructnona] learriing unit has ldentlty i terms of the’competency
to be acqulred and at the same time is compact enough for the studengto grasp conceptually.
In addition, CBE places no time restriciions on the student. He may pace hlmself as rapidly -
as he is capable and he may move as slowly as he needs. , )

This crlterlon considers the extent to which the size of a unlt |s determined by the

program variables, conventional time units, and student progress evaluation needs. Attention

is given to the extent to which students’ experlences with lnstructnonal units are considered in
preparing and revnslng such units. ; .

9.0 Instruction is organ'izéd and implemented so as to'accommodate learner
style, sequence preference, pacing and perceived needs.

No two people learn exactly alike. An |nstruct|onal program which does not provide’
alternative modes of achieving objectives forces the trainees into the same mold. Because
a CBE program is organized.by the integration of competency statements, a wide range of
instructional varlables is available. Also, it is possible for the learner-to take an actlve role in
shaping the operational means and ends of program components. . .2

Personal counsellng is prbvaded to help the student adapt learning alternatives to his
personal styles. This is particularly desirable for teacher education programs. One of the
goals of CBTE could be expressed in the competency for decision making which demands :
taklng responslblllty for one’s decisions and acts. If decisive teachers are desired, then they

_nust be' prepared lmsettlngs which. permit, even demand the: fradinee to- “take responsibility for

his own learning actlvutles To make choices that attend to desired, personal and professional ’
consequences, the trainee should know himself well - his strengths and weaknesses his
interests, his biases and his affective responses to lnteractuon stimula. CBE design makes such

' »attentnon to |nd|v1dual dlfferences posslble o
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Two terms used in the |nd|cators for th|s crlterlon may need deflnlng learner.

. select in 9.4 and preferred learping styles in 9.5. Learner select options is a term used in
instructional'modules to describe the provisions made for allowing the student to go about
acquiring.the proposed learnings in any manner he chooses. He has complete freedom to
"do iton his own in his own way.”_If at the end he can perform then no one need question
how he acquired the learning. Learners should not be held accountable both for the kind

of process they go through and also for the results of that process. One dr the other should
" be required, but not both. Preferred learning styles refers to the approach to instruction
which the student chooses from his options. His reason for choosing it may only be that
,he thinks it is the best.way. To know better whetlge{(%not his preferred approach is his * ~

"best approach, the student ought to be given opportumtles to examine the effect of "his” |

approach with others , ; .

10.0  Learner progress is determined by demonstrated competency.

3 - .
The individual trainee in a CBE program is judged on the basi's of specific criteria linked
to each competency. Careful records are maintained on each trainee, not for comparlson wnth

other trainees, but for the benefit of the learner who, wuth his advisor, can plan and monitor =

‘progress through the program. The question is always, “‘How well does the learner perform as
judged by criteria which are set by the needs of the profession?” The learner then may know
how well he is doing in approaching professlonal standards of performance, rather than how
he compares-with other trainaees. :

With the exception of the first one, the |nd|cators for this crlterlqn all relate either

d|rectl¥ or indirectly to these characteristics which affect learning. The first emphasizes- the Q_

need for the student to be fully aware of its nature and thiat of the criteria for its'performance.
The others focus upon the necessity for an individual to be aware of his progress, for the use
of individual studen't progress to provide program direction, for the utilization of individual
progress as the criterion for success, and for a management systems which allows individuals to
vary in their rate of progress. 5 '

His progress in the program is determined by his demonstration of the objectives
specifiéd for each phase of the program, and his completion is judged by the competencies
specified. This contrasts with programs where the student is held accountable for- participating
in certain activities. Some CBTE programs combine the two, holding the student responsible
for working a certain period as a teacher aide or intern, but the major criteria for completing
the program ‘are not related to whether or not he worked so long as an aide, but whether -
he can demonstrate the expected competenc'ies. .

k]
-

11.0 The extent of learner’s progress in demonstrating competencles is made '
known to him throughout the program :

.8

The Iearner has access to all records reIated to his progress inr the training program.

The evaluation process thus is an intregal part of the instructional program. Learner records -y
are regularly reviewed withthe learner and kept current. Group data are available to the in-
structional staff and the general public, but the personal achievement records of individuals are
kept confidential. Evaluative comments, observations, letters are placed in a trainees file which
are: (1) based on stated eriteria and (2) revealed to the trainee by name of the evaluator. Not
only is the trainee expected to be responsible for his judgements, decisions and acts, but the :
faculty also are expected to assume responsibility for the |ntegr|ty of the data.
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" directly. Validity is assumed. ’ . -

40
If one can check positively each gf the indicators, then:
1. there are adequate records of progress which are available to all concerned
2.  the student has frequent opportu nlty to dlscuss his progress with those
most knowledgeable
' 3. his records are updated on a contnnunng basis

4. heis helped to develop the skills to make his own analyses of his own
progress which should serve him well as he advances in the profession.

t . »

12.0 Instructional specifications are‘rpviewed and revised based on learner feedbagk data.
.Since the purpose of instruction is to facilitate learner demonstratlon of competencies,
the effectiveness and efficiency with which the instructional program functions is of primary
importance. . Each part of the program, each instructional option is assessed continually
in terms of (a) the extent to which learners select it, (b) the time required by learners to co'mplete
the option, (c) the time of staff in supporting the option, (d) program resources needed to
support the option, (e) the relation of this option to others,in the program, (f) extent to which

- the option leads to learner demonstration of objectives, and (g} learner attitude toward in-

structional optign and the objective it leads toward.

To collect these data and to use them in revisions of the instructional program, a
systematic process is designed and malntalned Students react to each portion of the program.
Data on achievement are maintained. Valldlty data are collected. Procedures for collecting
them are known to students and faculty. A regularized procedure is maintained for considering .

. these data and for revising the program.

\ One of the significant strengths of the CBE design for instruction is the criteria by which
the components of the program are assessed by reference to learner feedback. Program. .
effectiveness may be judged by many standards, but surely one is the consequence upon learners.
Affective responses of learners as well as cognitive functions are weighed. 1f a component is found

- toshave undesirable consequences upon the learners (e.g., takes too long, displaces other effects

bores or mltates learners, is dangerous to participants, or is insignificant, etc.), the component
miay be dropped completely or modified in some way to avoid the d|ff|cult|es While learner
feedback is not the only varlable to consnder in the revision of |nstruct|on itis one of the

major concerns. .

ASSESSMENT

The next five criteria focus the attention of the user upon the assessment procedures and
competency measures which are a necessary part of any CBE program. The criteria not only
describe items reflecting validity and reliability concerns but also contains implications for
the determination of "levels’” of demonstrations, the data, their management and usefulness,
and the public nature of the measures. _ o~

f

13.0 Competency measures are related validly to competency statements.

The extent to which the measures of a competency are congruent with the competency
(validity) is an important dimension in a CBE program. Establishing validity, particularly in a
CBE program is not easy; as a result, many persons and programs choose not to deal wrth it

v
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Competencles are not"measured directly. «Indlcators of a competency are measured,
with the degree of logical relationship referred.to as the validity of: the measure. -

With more simple measures, such as the length of a boara we refer to a characteristic
or property (length) rather. than to the board itself. Further it is this property that is measured.
Simpler properties such as length, weight, or size are more readily identified than those found

- in educgtion (achievement, attitude, ablhty, etc.) where the inferences are much greater, The

latter require indirect means of assessment while the board was directly measured. Responses to
a set of problems are used as indicators of educational achievement or. ability. They.certainly do

- not measure intelligence, but persons who are judged intelligent generally score higher than

persons judged less intelligent. ' - -
.CBE program measures requurelndirect measures of competence. Because of the central

. mode in CBE competency statements ang their measures, .the cdngruencegof measuring and com-

petencies is vital. Assessment procedures can be logically. derived from and related to competency
statements. This implies several indicators. First, the competency statement (or objective) is
clear and unambigious. Second, the mode of assessment logically relates to the type of comi-
petency or objective specified. For example, cognitive objectives can be assessed through

paper and pencil responses, but performance criteria demand instruments such as check-lists,
rating scales, event flows, or other performance-descriptions. Consequence criteria would

require measurement’of student rather than teacher activity or products. -

Consider the competency statement: “The teacher gives clear, concise directions.”
Certainly this relates to verbal interaction, and perhaps somewhat indirectly to the Flanders
Interaction Analysis system, but it is not the most logically-related measure of the competency.
Verbatim tranllcrlpts of directions which.can be analyzed for clarity and unambigiousness are
one measure. Describing student response (number and type of questions asked about the
direction or extent to which-pupils followed the direction or pupil understanding of the

" directions as elicited in lnterwews) provides indicators of the competency which:can be *

|

measured.
In this criterion, two terms may need defining. Competency Measures refers to the
instruments, procedures, and criteria used to determine competency. They may include
lists of indicators and instruments for measuring indicators of ‘the competency. Valldlg
typically includes both content and construct validity. ‘
To ascertain the extent to which measures arg-valid with respect to competencles
the following should be collected: (1) list of competency statéiments, (2) list(s) of indicators,
and (3) measufing instruments. When it is not feasible to assess initially all measures of
competencies, a randomly selected set of competencies can bé drawn, with their supporting
list of indicators and instruments. For each competency, specific instruments and procedures -
should be available for review. ‘ .
The rater’s judgement on each of the indicators should be based on the Jogical
relationship of instruments to indicators and instruments to competencies. The explicitness of

this relationship also bears on the deliberations. .

, 3
14.0- . Competency measures are speclflc realistic, and sensitive-to nuance. -~ . -

o

While the previous criterion concerned sthe validity of performance measures, this

-one probes thé extent to which they are reliable. Reliability deals with how a characteristic.

is measured. In CBE, behaviors are sampled. 1f the procedures are pot adequate nor
appropriate, the results will be specious -- another sample would yigld different results.
Reliability can be improved at least in few ways: (1) Write each itém in the instrument

\
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unambiguously. Ambiguousitems decrease reliability since different people’interpret it dif-

'fé;ently (2) Add more items of equal quality. This decreases changes of random errors, but

increases the time required to collect data. (3) Clear and standard instructions tend to reduce
errors of measurement. (4) Administration of instruments under standard, well-controlled
conditions increases reliability.1
This criterion goes beyond standard tests of reliability to probe the extent to which
the item is sensitive to various settings. For example |s it sensitive to differences between
high and low socio-economic area school settings, between high school and elementary schools,
etc. The name of indicators of competency will contribute to the increased sensitivity of .
competency instruments. Fufther, the extent to which data collection procedures and content -
are specifically defined will contribute to sensitivity. )
Data collection can become a proverbial milistone around the CBE neclk, however.
Students can expend tremendous emotional and physical energy taking pre-‘and post-tests.

‘This criterion asks that this issue be addressed; that the extensiveness of testing procedures be

identified and that judgements be made about how realistic they are. While reliability may be
increased with more extensive data, realistic expectations from students and staff must be
considered. ' .
This criterion refers both to instruments and procedures of assessment, which are
specifically written, realistic in terms of time available for assessment and settings employed,
and sensitive to varying environments and situations. ;
To assess this criterion, evaluators may wish to apply the above indicators to the
same measures as used in 13.0. If all assessment procedures are subjected to review in 13.0,
then all might be included in assessing this criterion. More likely, only a sample would be drawn
for review in relation to both criteria.
In addition, are any data available which indicate the amount of time students and
staff devote to pre-assessments? To post-assessments? To their attitudes toward CBE o
evaluatlon? If such data are not available, data collection is in order. (1) How long does '
it réquire to complete the sample instruments? (2) Based on extrapolation, about how much

“time would a student spend in his program on pre-assessment and post-assessment? (3) What .

proportion of his total program does this represent? (4) What range of deviations might be
expected from students of varying abilities? (5) What scoring resources are required to process?
(6) To what extent are assessment procedures known to students and staff? (7) How much
faculty time is davoted to pre- and post-assessment? (8) Are special facilities or resources
required (such as public school setting on a simulation carref)? To what extent are they
available when needed? Are special arrangements required and what steps must be taken to
secure them? (9) Can specific instrumentation be identified for specific competencies?
(10) Given a range of performance settings, to what extent do instruments account for
variances? (11) Are regular review sessionis held to review and improve mstruments?

\

15.0 Competency measures discriminate on the basis of standards set for competency
demonstratlon ) o o e

T . -~

In CBE programs, not only.is an expected behavior identified but also an acceptable{tandard

.of performance. Some programs have progressed beyond this to multiple levels.

1VFred N. l(erlmger Foundatlons s of Behavioral Research (New York Holt 1964), pp. 442 3
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"< TC- TFotal Mastery |ndicat|ng the hrghest level of performance i in our program,
' is equivalent to Proficiency in.another program

AC -  Acceptable Competency allows for progress in the program and is comparable
~ to Competent.’ : S he

NC- Not Competent requrres,recychng prior to proceeding to other phases of the
program. . )

. Whether as a single standard or multiple standards, it is vital that competency measures
Jié] be of such a nature that they provide data relative to achievement of standards. The standard
: ’ then is the acceptable level of performance for competency.

Standards may be contextual. Student reactions required of a competency may vary .
between secondary and primary schools and between-urban and suburban schools. Thus, for
maintaining quality standards, more vigorous application may be required in‘one setting than
in another. Standards are, however established prior to, not followrng, competency demonstra-
tion.

4 Measures of competence often provide normative data - that is, a range of ]evels of
- competency demonstration. Acceptable performance standards are then set'and adhered to.
These should be based on theory or data, and should be alterable in individual cases to' )
achieve uniform quality control éven though the context of competency demonstratron may
change. The same competency measures as were evaluated in 13.0 and 14. 0, above, should
be considered in applying this criterion. Here, however, the focus is on the acceptable
~ standards to be applied to'accéptable demonstration of the competency. The evaluation of
this criterion raises questions such as: (1) How were standards established? (2) How are
they modified? (3) Can they be changed in individual cases? (4) If changed, do they still.
reflect the same level of quality -- that is, -- would the rndlvrdual probably have been able to
meet the original standards under ofiginally controlled conditions? (5) Are variables con-
trolled as much as possible in competency demonstration? (6) Are standards based on any
valid reasonsto;,dat‘a? (7) Do standards adequately reflect the competency itself?
intérviews w’iith developers may be required to collect'data on this criterion. In these
interviews it is necessary to focus on standards rathér than competencles or measures. The
latter are so pervasive that they tend to interfere with the standards questlon
16.0 Data provided by competency measures are manageable and useful in
decision making. ) ) .

Decisions made on the basis of data are important to CBE. Each student and his
advisor examine data on his performance and make decisions relative to his progress in the
program. Program designers examine achievement and attitude data of studentsrelative to
particular parts of the program and revise objectives and instructional activities on the basis
of data. Program managers consider data relative to time and other resource expendltures
of students and faculty in relation to outcomes and modify program thrusts, d|menS|ons
and procedures on the basis of evidence.
The way in which data provided by competency measures is coIIected and reported “ ®
determines to a large extent its usefulness. Raw data are seldom useful; properly displayed
“ analyses of data require forethought and time to adequately handle. Considerable thought
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A "~ must be given to major decisions which need to be made - by whom they should be made,
‘ and what information is required to make the decision. . .
_ Collecting data just to have it is as useless as having no data at aII The questlons )
are: Is ituseful and is it used?
Computer storage of data may be helpful in the process but is not necessary The
criterion to be applied in making this decision is one of the feasibility and whether or not
computer storage facilitated the decision making process.
’ : As students demonstrate competencies and sub-competencies, the data on their
performance is useful to themselves as they make decisions, to program designers, in-
structors,.and managers. Thrs cr|ter|on probes the extent to which these data are useful
and used.
In assessnng the extent to which a CBE program uses data in making decisions,
evaluators attempt to determine if data are collected, how they are stored, how they aré
made available to decision makers, who uses the data, how they ‘are used and for what ‘.
purpose. They examine raw data from compiled reports and trace the data collection- °
v storage-analysis-interpretation cycle for a specific set of data to ascertain the efficiency
of the system. The evaluators interview data users -- students, faculty, program desigriers,
program managers - to determine their perceptions and experiences with data in decision ‘
making, and to determine the extent to which data are used. o f
Probes are mage/ in two areas: (1) Are probable decisions and decision p0|nts
known in advance with data collection geared to facilitate decisions; and (2) to what o -
' extent could the system respondgif the evaluation team- requested a parthuIar set of N
data or an analysis based on known collected data?
17.0 Compétency measures and standards are specified and made public
prior to instruction. | . '

This criterion goes in tandem with 5.0 which requires that competencies be specified
and made public prior to instructions. CBE is an open system; it is a success-oriented
system; it is a learner-oriented system. Thus, it is logical that the requirements of the programs
will be known in advance both to students and to. faculty. The purpose of both criteria is
to facilitate student achievement of competencies; research has consistently supported the
thesis that man is-goal-seeking and that he is more tikely to achieve goals when they are
specific and known to him.
Making competency measures and standards known to a student does not imply .
that the specific questions on a test or behaviors on an observation scale which sample
, competency will be known. This is partlcularly important with respect to'saffectwe objectives,
. here indicators, if known, mlght be mechanically performed only to meet short-range need? .

ra er than long-term, more pervasive competencles ,
This criterion also reflécts known assessment procedures and time-lines. It implies
that a description of assessment measures be available to students, and thag they know
about them. ”Competency measures“ refers to assessment mstruments indicators, pro-
cedurés for administering and processing, and analysis, while “standards’’ refer to the
acceptable level of competency demonstration. “‘Public”’ is a word used in many different )
ways. In this criterion, it refers-only to those people who are involved in the assessment
process -- primarily, this includes students, university faculty perhaps public school teachers,
and program designers. The time dimension, “’prior to instruction,” was included to
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preclude delineation of measures and standards after they were demonstrated. Any other
time-frame referent is acceptable so long as both the student and instructor have access to
them at the time the student first engages in the process of eompetency attalnment or
demonstration.

Interviews with students are helpful in collecting data on this criterion. The extent
of their understanding of program expectations and how they go about demonstrating _
competencies can be assessed by inquiring about their current and future program objectives
and activities. Do they, in fact, understand what procedures they will follow and what
criteria will be applied to successful completion in the program.

In a survey of program resources, are documents available which describe for.
students competency measures and standards? Are these clear and /'Eu&derstandable? Do
they provide direction to the student negotiating his way to competence? Ate Hocuments
available to all? Are there some documents of a technical nature which support specific
assessment technlques and are available only to staff? i

)

Governance and Management

In.CBE programs,‘governance and management are closely related. Governance
refers to the controlling, regulating and directing of program operations; it deals with the
policies and processes which keep the system functioning. Program management refers to
admipistering and supervising the activities of the program in accord with policy and in- -
cludes responsibilities for facilitating operations by processing needed resources such as
* equipment; personnel and materials. Because they are interdependent, one cann Wg functlon
effectively without the other, and thus frequently the two terms are interchanged in ;3,

applied §ituations. ‘

‘ The following criteria hlghllghts the functions of governance/and management which
specifically related to CBE operations. ;
18.0 Policy statements are written t(') govern, in broad outline, the intended

structure, content, operation and resource base of the program. . ..
- . Statements of policies are operational guidelines. In a comfjetency-based program
probably the most important are those that set forth the exit standdrds or the competencies
that thie educational program is designed to help prospectiVe teachers acquire.

Other policies concern the organizational structure. Although different types of
structure may exist, the primary criterion of effectiveness.of any one is the extent tQ

. which it facilitates learners’ acquisition of the target competencies. .

The term "'content’’ is also a broadly conceived term, Thus, policies concerning
content may refer to anytning that has been put into the instructional program for the
purpose of fulfilling the over-all mission. On the one hand, content might include
learning materials such as literature and audio-visual aides. On the other hand, it might refer
to practical experience in field centers. I1n all cases however, content includes both teaching
competencies and their enablers, such as subject matter, communication skills, and attitudes.

The source base of the program may. be either a limiting or extending force. Resources

- are the available time, talent and effort that all personnel are willing to release to the training
program. Also included are the real materials and equnpment that are required to |mplement
the program. \
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‘The indicators relative to the criterion of policy statements'reﬂect the concerns ex-
pressed in the statement itself and in the introductory discussion. They are the aveilability
of three statements: an expllclt statement of policies; a statement speclfymg the competencies
to be demonstrated for exit; and a statement explaining intended structure, content, operation
and resource base of the program. E

In order for policy decisions to be made, certain procedures and mechanisms must
exist. Because these procedures and mechanisms may vary in nature among programs, they
must be understood and recognized by all persons concerned. Also, every educational
program must have sonve source of authotity. Competency-based educational programs arg
no exceptlon Thus, some governing body such as an advisory board or executive commlttee
is created and is formally ackhowledged as having this function.

In a competency-based program it is regarded as necessary for all persons or agencies
affected by the program to have a participatory role in determining program policies. This
is'to say that a teacher education program may no longer be considered the special domain
of the state department of education or that of the college of education at a university.

These are only two of many partners of a consortium concerned with teacher education. Also
included are teachers, school administrators, professional organizations, teachers’ unions,
" community organizations and the students themselves.
Program evaluation data are used to determine and/or to validate policy decisions.
This criterion therefore regards program evaluation as an integral function of all CBE
programs. The criterion assumes that program evaluation procedures begin by examining
the discrepancies between desired outcomes and real outcomes. Should the program have
met the demands of the mission, fhen it would be "“an effective program in the sense that
the objectives were attained.” However, there are other considerations. One must ask,
“Was it worth it?’’ 1f achieving the objectives is teo costly in terms of what is-produced,
then some modification of change must be undertaken. On the other hand, more economical
means of fulfilling the mission may be created or discovered. The ‘‘costing out” of polic
decisions enables appropriate conservation of avallable resources in terms of the desn e
" goals. AN
The jndicators are iall:m?terrelated When consudered collectlvely, they demand more
specificity of concern than is immediately evident. For example 18.1 calls for a governing
" body. This means a group of individuals. The next criterion (18.2) détails the nature.of
this group. 1t must include more than the "“traditional leadership;”’ it includes the instructors,
counselors, cooperating personnel and also the students for whom the‘program is designed,
the community which it serves, and the professional organizations which it affects. The
first and second indicators.suggest that the ‘‘data on program effectiveness and resources
required’’ (in’ 18.3) means the identification of numerous concerns including not only
that of student progress but concern for such broader assessment factors as quality control,
cost effectiveness and discrepancy analysis.

19.0 Management funEtions, responsibilities,; procedures and mechanisms
are clearly defined and made explicit. .
This criterion holds that a CBE program should have a complete and consistent
statement of policy that is made available to all individuals or groups within the system. It:
further holds that, whenever decisions are required, a systematic consideration be made of
existing policy so that decisions are consistent with that policy.




- of these job descriptions. All of these taols and processes are directly linked to the policies

‘ competency based programs. The criteria in this section direct attention to those areas
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. In any system some roles reflect more the responsibility for establishing policy than
that of implementing.it; other roles are more concerned with carrying out policy than
establishing it. This criterion suggests that competency-based programs clearly specify (set )
down in written form) the procedures by which the: various levels of program management L
decisions are made. 1t also requires that the mechamsms used to operationalize these pro- B
cedures be clearly communicated to all involved.

CBE sprograms reflect concern for the conservation of resources. Any decisions made
with regard to management must take into copgideration what knowledge is available at
the time with regard to the objectives and the resources that are needed to satisfy them. In
short, competency-based teacher educational programs are required to reflect consistent concern
for obtaining the most effective results in relation to the input with which the system is o
entrusted. ' .

Program management and governance in CBE should be designed so as to reflect
the characteristics of an exemplary model of schaol management. Most CBE programs
require job definitions or statements which describe respoiisibilities and activities for
particular jobs that are carried out within the system. Staff selection proceeds on the basis

regarding levels of management responsibility or authority. 4

. The five indicators associated with the criterion depict a variety of concerns for
anyone who seeks to determine the level of performance of a teacher education program
which calls itself competency based. The indicators lead us to an examination of program
philosophy and policy, decision responsibility, jOb definitions, staff selection procedures
and levels of program- management decision maklng s

“7m AL PROGRAM L e P

. .A number ofcoficerns 'of any Teacher Education program are also |mportant in
concerned with the total operation of the program. Two direct the attention of the user
to staff and staff development characteristics. One looks at research and discrimination
activities. Another exanines the institutional flexibility necessary for a successful program.
The last, as a summary item, asks the user to step back and assess the total program asa
unified integrated operation. - :

20.0 Program staff attempt to model the attitudes and behaviors desired of
students in the program. >

An institution seeking to establish a functional EBE program can do all the things
recommended in this paper, and by neglecting this criterion have most of ‘the effort come -
to naught. That is, a program can be modularized,.individualized, field based and systemically
designed and managed, but wittiut the staff modeling the characteristics of competent,
humanistic teaching which underpin the CBE design, the impact on students will be diffused
and corrupted. The age-old injunction ‘to ‘practice what we preach” is especially pertinent in
a CBE program.

So the strength of the CBE program can, in many cases, be measured by the degree

‘to which student contact staff display the skills the program seeks to teach. By staff, we

refer to all staff. How many times can students be turned away by a secretary’s autocratic
tone, and not get the message that they are unimportant? How _often can instructors get

»




so busy as to send out messages to students that there are more significant activities than.
~ students struggling for understanding? And what happens to students when they experience
. direct, authoritative * ‘expertise’” on matters of self-posing and disceyery-inquiry approaches?
_ 1f the staff does not function as a team, if differences aren’t openly displayed and if dis-
v respeot for students permeates the program no amount of systemic management can out-
N weigh-<the negative effect. © SRy
Students in CBE programs need to experlence instructional leadership whlch is ST
' concrete and related to life. This can be accomplished only if the staff brings to the task
their full human potential and concern. While much theoretical work is useful in the -
training setting, the staff which conslstently connects the theory with their own practice
of education gains credibility.
s Some may argue that this criterion is not unique to CB\E' programs; and of course it
isn’t. However, effective models are particularly crucial to CBE programs in a way they may
-not be to other programs. That is, due to the prominence of exit criteria in CBE programs,
the definition of particular skills poses a powerful clarity. If the instructional leadershlp is
deficient, then the student reactlgn is so much more open and apt to be cynical to an
extreme. The phony, the buck-passer, the self-absessed has nowhere to hlde in aCBE
* program.
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21.0 Provisions are made for staff orientation, assessment, improvement, and ‘ 1

reward. . . : | q : /Jh__ay

Many staff.in CBE programs were educated’ uslng other more conventignal instructional
<. - . - modes. As theyﬂenter CBE for the first time, orientation to new perspectives and new
T demands.is impdrtant. The specific requirements of the CBE program, management pr \)
cedures, learning commitments, resources available and other factors idiosyncratic to the”
program itself should also be included in new staff orientation. Further, some opportunity
for staff to analyze and contribute to the revised program is needed. .
Procedures for assessing the effectiveness of staff are usually part of CBE programs. ‘
Being consistent with’CBE principles, these assessments dre based on pre-specified objectives.
Feedback from students tive to instructor effectiveness is used as part of a regular analysis
procedure., :
Regular staff in-service programs are planned. These are based on a needs assessment
of program and instructors. These sessions are in addition to regular staff meetmgs designed *
to improved management precedures and for communication purposes.
.o Cg\nbpetency -based educatioh programs assume change. They regard themselves as
dynammhnd hold that were it not for their regenerative qualities the systems would die for
. lack of ability to adapt. Thus one essentlal component of all competency-based teacher
education programs is that which provsdes opportunities for staff to assess themselves and
on the basis of this assessment to find means toward self-improvement.

22.0 Research and dissemination activities are an intergral part of the total
instructional system.

The systemic concept imbedded in CBE is applied to operation of such programs.

Such an approach implies clear objectives, activities designed to achieve these objectives,

and assessment to determine the extent to which objectives have been achieved. A fourth »

! and vital phaslsi, however, is the feedback mechanism which compares results with pre-
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specified objectives. 1t also considers immediate results ll'l the broader perspectwes of
general program goals, values, and societal needs. _
Much of the data employed i in decision making is also- useful ina rasearch strategy
to determlne the extent to which practlces might be extrapolated to other settings. CBE .
programs should periodically speculate on achievements and practlces and report data on-
successes and faillires.- '
“Hypotheses concerning the basic fabric of the program and its procedures should
 be tested through carefully designed research strategies. Such research strategy may be
' . planned and integrated into on-going activities, but with independent and rigorous inter-
pretation of results.- Some programs have formulated a long-range research strategy based
on a model of their needs.
In a developing.area such as CBE many programs are duplicating efforts. Some of _
_ this may be necessary as part of the developmental process, but much duplication could
be eliminated through a profession-wide dissemination process. In focusing on a single
. program, the question is the extent to which objectives and practices of the program are
0 - based on knowledge of other programs and of research, and the extent to Whlch this

progfam shares its own findings. _
: Erlnthls conteesearch refers to studies of the on-going programs ane can include
productengineering stutlies (i.e., attitude and achievement of students using a module,
W& of instructional events, etc.); competency validity studies (relation of competency
%monstration tp effective teaching?); institutional change studies; and studies of assessment
struments and procedures. Such studies may be conducted under rigidly controlled
conditions or in field settings. They result in reports which lead to revised program operation
or to an increased professignal knowledge base.

Such studies are formulated by the persons involved in program design and im-
plementation, and results are disseminated to them and to others who are interested or
concerned. . .

Conducting such.studies is part of a total conceptualization of the program development
and refinement sequence. It is considlered internal to, rather than an appendage of, the
program. .

Judging this criterion requires the collection and analysis of studies conducted on the
program. Is there an over-all research Strategy? Are data systematically collected? Are
relevant conditions accounted for? Is there a regularly functioning group who accept
responsibility for research activities? Have hypotheses been generated? Are reports of
research available? Do program’people know about and use such studies in Hesign and re-
vision activities? Have they bken disseminated?

23.0 Institutional flexibility is sufficient for all aspects of the program.
.. CBE s soméwhat like the nose of the camel poked under the tent -- it carries with
it numerous other obligations, less obvious but equally demanding. And, soorf the whole - - N
camel is in the tent.. Pre-specified objectives for students- imply pre- -specified goals and ‘
objectives for the program and the institution. The emphasls on competencies rmplles
that the program is non-time based. 1t also implies a “’yes - not yet”” concept of grading
which relates to objectives rather than to norms established by student body achievement.
The emiphasis on objectives implies alternative instructional strategies ---not a regularly
schedules class period. 1t implies instruction that is apprapriate for'objective achievement. L‘
It i[nplies differentiated staffing patterns, teaming, group determination of appropriate
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~ school people in objective and instructional specifications, dnd a consortium management
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goals and objectives, student involvement in decision maklng, and more extensive and i< . !
tensive advisor counsehng ‘1t implies closer working relations with schools, involvement of

system. It implies a more open and introspective institutional system.

- Many institutional. values held for years conflict with CBE thrusts. Grading is norm-
based not criterion-based. The’public expec‘ts A, B,and C grades Semesters and quarters
segment the calendar and defirie when work is to be accomplished. State supported
universities typically are funded according. to the number.of enrolled each semester -
time and student head count arg the building biocks of their financial strugture and the
reward system of faculty often depends upen “'referenced journal articles” published.
Management systems are typically line-and-staff while CBE implies matrix management
concepts where objectives and program-specific thrusts‘are used to dlssemlnate resources '
rather than previous cqmmitments. d ? o \J

Thus, CBE designers often are frustrated by *'the system’’ which tends to maintain v X
its current practices that are in turn often not appropriate for CBE. This criterion, then, :
focuses on the institutional and inter-institutional setting for the CBE program. It constders
the extent to which the institution is flexible as it deals with needed modifications tor ¢
accommodate CBE. It examnnes process, people (administrators, commattees) and organiza-
tion. -

Because CBE implies field settings and infers consortia arrangements, institutional
refers not only to intra-institutiondl (typically college, school district, professional
orgamzatlon) but also inter-institutional orgamzattons management, and procedures.
FIeX|b|I|ty may be defined in terms of responsiveness to need processes on materials. This
ancludes communication systems, reporttng practices, financial arrangements, -and personnel
and other resource assignments. . . :

) To ascertain the extent of |nstatut|onal flexibility, the evaluation team will fiieed
to collect data on CBE and more conventional programs. (1) To what extent is CBE treated:
differently? (2) Are additional faculty assigned for development? implementation?
(3) Are added funds for materials and other resources made. available? (4) How different is
CBE in grading ang registration practices? (5) What procedures and sign-offs were required
to secure such exceptions? Whazchanges were-not acceptable? {6) Are faculty salaries
and promations based on CBE efforts? (7) Is there a formal consortium with bylaws
and regular meetings of a governing board? (8) What funds, personnel, and other resources
are contributed by each consortium member? Are any of these in addition to previous
commitments? (10) Have time constralnts for grading or fanancang CBE been modified? How? .
By what process? : '

Such questions may requird (1) interviews with central university administrators;

(2) description of committee and other approval progesses; (3) testing out potential |
changes (such as (a) no grades; (b) registration at any time for instruction related to a
competency; {c) no courses, (d) varied method for financing program, (e) additional funds
to field test a radically new and ersonnel - - rich program componefjt) - these could be in
the form of vignettes tailored to the institution in which reactions atg obtained from _
vanous individuals and groups as to the feasibjlity of‘the,change and\(4) examamng .
" documents on promotjons crlterla . ¥
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24.0 The program is planned and operated as a totally unified, |ntegrated
system

As dlscussed in many of the previous criteria, CBE is an approach to program ‘design
and management which is both comprehensive and commandlng The power of CBE is
diminished to the extent than any phase is inconsistent wuth CBE principles. Thus the P
program jtself must be cont:eptuahzatlon asa totally mtethchsVstem deslgned arour%
objectwes and continually revised. -

. The process for designing that program is objectwes oriented, with the objectives
referenced to the time-line for developmental activitiés, involvemeént of personnel and

- securing of resources. The process is-planned around objectwes Y

Management too is objectives-based, whethet reldted to a single or multiple in-
stitutions, to the process of management or involvemeént, to organization or governance.
Objectives are specified then employed to guide development and implemehtation.

Training programs for persons designing and implementing CBE also employ CBE
princjples and practices. In fact, every aspect of program design and implementation can .
be evaluated by reflectlng on its congruence with CBE prnnclples,

A key word in this criterion s system, for system implies mtegratron and inter-
dependence of the various sub-systems. It implies wholeness, definition, and dlstnnctweness
This criterion culminates many others, but draws them together to focus on an over- riding
concept - the integracy of the system depends upon the extent to which each of its
fbnctlonnng parts contribute to that’ lntegracy

This criterion actually draws its data base and its concepts from previous cnterna

. The evaluation team will want to review the operating principles inherent in" other criteria
and to spectlate upon the consistency with which each independently and all as a group

reflect CBE prin€iples. Further, an ‘analysis of the lnternal consistency of management and

instructional practice as’compared with student training program recommendation becomes -

vital. The analysls thus is two-fold: external between the system and it§sub-systems ahd

CBE principles; and internal consistency-among sub-systems.
This partncular cntenon is a good one to summarize dehberatlons and has been

listed last for that reason. It provides a way to review other criteria, to compare them, to
. assess dlscrepanoles and to probe for refinement of previously considered data,
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As indicated in earlier sections of this document, the criteria have been used by

staff members at a number of teacher training institutions. The primary usage up to the
: present time has been in institutions which are currently operatlng, at least for part of

their students, a competency-based teacher education program. Two case study reports
of such usage follow. Each were completed by individuals assigned the responsibility
for using the criteria by their Dean of Education. At the same ti\\t! that these two were
compleéted, similar studies were being conducted at six other institutions where staff
members followed similar patterns. -At one of these six, Weber State College, the Dean,
Caseel Burke, used the Criteria as the basis for a total program examination by virtually
the'enttire Teacher Education faculty, He reports:

. | briefly discussed it (the Criteria) with the department chairmen in-
Teacher Education, and gained their interest in reacting to it. 1 had the criteria

- dittoed, with space between each item for reaction, and mailed it to the
teacher education faculty on April 11, with a statement of purpose.

. On Friday, April 19, the teacher educatlon faculty met as a group
and dlscussed the criteria more or less at random. Notes were taken of all
responses during that session. A second meeting of the group was held on
April 29, at which further input was received concerning the criteria .
Regarding the total effort of the faculty, it can be said that some

.members were more involved than others, but all engaged in the activity
to some degree. . . . | noted on my own part considerable modifications of
some ideas that were held prior to the meetings. | felt the exchange of

ideas and discussion on the various topics was a building, improving activity. . .”
. .
At other institutions.the activities ranged from a single individual interviewing,

studying, and observing their program and completing the criteria alone to a broad spectrum
-of committee assignments to piece together a composite reaction to the Criteria.

A secondary usage of the criteria has become apparent since its development. This
usage was discussed briefly during the early bralnstormlng discussions held by the
‘Consortium in 1972 but was not considered to be a realistic target. Such however, has
not'been the case. Taking the criteria as a comprehensive definition of a competency-based
teacher education program, it becomes a set of terminal objectlves for an institution beginning
to move towards a more performance-based program. The criteria, rather than being bench-
marks to be used to evaluate an existing program, become areas of concern, needed
development, and eventual target conditions or behaviors in which the development process
must take place. While it is too early in the use of the criteria in this way to'provide case
" studies reporting such use, the Consortium will collect such data and publish them in the
future. :

»

s



S

Course Revision

| -54-
A CASE STUDY USING CBTE CRITERIA STATEMENTS

~L.Y. Hollis -
College of Education

University of Houston : .

The"process employing the criteria statements was a consequence of a set of circum-

- stances and assumptions. Currently, the College of Education is engaged in a number of

program development activities. The combination of which,-in time, will institutionalize
eompetency based teacher education at the University of Houston. )
To understand the process using the criteria statements requires some knowledge

of our current stage of development. This can best be accomplished by descnptlons of our
program development activities to date, April 30, 1974. o N

PROGRAM

In the Fall, 1968, a few professors began to experiment by medlatmg sections of

their courses. Su bsequently, this took on the form of modular instruction with learning

options available to students within the module. At this date, from fifty to seventy-five
percent of the “regular’ program uses modules and a competency based approach.

Pilot Program Number One

In the Summer, 1971, sixty-four students volunteered to participate in and assist’
with the development of a competency based teacher education program which began in
the Fall, 1971 and ended in the Summer, 1973. Since professional education courses can

'only be offered at the junior and senior level, the program design encompassed the last

two years of the student’s bachelors degree program and included on)y the professional*

- experiences. The group consisted of twenty-nine elementary education majors and thirty-

five secondary and all-level majors. - The instructional faculty for the first year consisted

~ of nineteen part-time persons totaling five and one-half full-time equivalents. They were

supported by outside funding which also provided most of the mater;als and other resources.

Pilot Program Num ber Two

~

In the Summer, 1972 eighty-four students volunteered to become involved in a

" revised version of Pilot Program Number One. This program began in the Fall, 1972 and

is scheduled to end in the Summer, 1974. In January, 1973 an additional thirty-seven
students began the program. These were students that might realistically expect to graduate

‘with the other group. The total group of 121 consisted of 92 elementary education majors,
- 26 English/secondary education majors and 3 history/secondary education majors. Seventeen

faculty or 3 full-time equwalents were assigned to the program. Most of the instructional
faculty were supported by inside funding, as were the materials and other resources.

Institutionalized Program: Fell, 1973

Inlthe Fall, 1973 all students taking their first education course were placed i‘n a
program which was to become the institutionalized version of the pilot program. Six
hundred twenty-four students were involved in the program. They were separated into five

_teams whlch co‘ns:sted of: 77 elementary education majors; 112 elementary/early childhood

education majors; 130 elementary/speclal education majors; 174 Arts and Sciences - Teacher
Education majors (prospective secondary school teachers); 131 all-level majors in Art, Music
and Health/Physical Education. Each team consisted of four faculty members, with the
exception of the Arts and Sciences - Teacher Education team with six, each having half-

time assigned to the program. All funding for the programs came from inside sources..

’
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)k"”l'nstitutionalized Program: Spring, 1974
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In the Spring, 1974 all students taking their first educatlon course were plaggcunm@
program which was a revised version of the Fall, 7973 model. Three hundréd eighty-seven
students were involved in the program. They were separated into five teams as follows:
EED - 47; EED/ECE - 77; EED/SPE - 73; A&S/TE - 113; and all-level - 77. Each of the
‘three EED teamis consisted of three faculty members with half-time assignments while
each of the other two teams had four faculty members with half-time assignmeqts. ' s

PROGRAM SUMMARY
D .
In reality, there are several "CBTE Programs operating concurrently. Each program
made significant changes based" on the flndlngs of its predecessor and the conditions that
existed when the program was initiated. Consequently, the identified programs is similar
yet very different. Additionally, the programs and activities for preparing elementary school
teachers, secondary school teachers, and all-level teachers are different in many aspects, = -
The two institutionalization activities encompass three different deslgns or possibly
srx since differences exist between the three EED teams. ' -
/ T - S

GOVERNANCE _ o L

Education Agency. Each institution with a teacher. preparatlon program was directed to

' operationalize a Teacher Center by the beginnmg of the 1973-74 academic year. The

Center is advisory, but must rbvuew all program changes prior to their submission to the Agency.
Membershipin the, Center 7cludes representation from the university, the publlc schools,.and

» the teaching professnon This body replaced another body called the Council on Teacher ;
function, but whose membershlp did not speclflcally include the -

Education that had a simil
profession.
Due to conditiofis/i in and outside the College of Education, the faculty decided the

- Colleges’ Constitution should be revised. Many of the revisions were a response to the needs

of our new and developing programs. The process of revising the constitution began in Fall,
1973, and was completed in April, 1974. The changes included recognltlon of the Teacher
Center and the intlusioh of the professmn and student mémbership on some of the College’s
committees. ’

b}

CONCLUSION

The oppor nity to use the criteria statements came at a time when programs and
governance were in/transition. Thus, the issue of how to apply the criteria statements had to
be resolved | pursuant to two questions. To wtiat program or programs should the criteria
statements be applied? And, what person or persons should apply the criteria statements?
These questions were resolved with the assumption: “The criteria statements can be used to
identify areas of trength and areas where additional effort need to be applied.” Thus, it was

- decided to apply the statements generally to all program activities collectlvely This allowed

the process to be used when making judgements about specified areas in all programs, thereby
. facilitating decisions concerning their value and their continued use. This also allowed for

0G
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the identification of areas where additional attentlpn was needed It was decided that the
person directly responsible and accountable for all the programs should apply the criteria
statements. In our particular case, this was the Associate Dean wuth responslblllty for the
‘undergraduate teacher education programs _

~ The prodess was based on the assumptlon that ’ observable data should exist for each
- criterion statement as a prerequisite to quality considerations.” Thus, the processincluded
attempts to locate observable data for each of the criteria statements. This process is best
illustrated by descrlblng the activities associated with selected statements

ILLUSTRATION NUMBERI S

N \\‘ .

Statement ' ' ; -

~

Competency statements are specified and revised- based upon an analysis of job
definition and theoretical formulation of professlonal responsibilities.

Process

After some thought about the statement it was declded the criteria could be

satisfied by evaluating the following- mducators D
. 1. Existence of a set of-assumptions v
2. Existence of a product model
.. 3. Datain-put from the field
4. Anindexing of competency statements to the assumptlons, the product:

model; and/or the data in-put from the flefd T

Three similar sets of assumptions about the program were located. Neither set had been
of‘flclally approVed What seemed needed to completely SatISfY this indicator is adoption of
a set of assumptions by the College. <

A product model for the pilot programs was located; however, there were none for the
institutionalized program. This is a case where applying the criteria to one area of the program
produced a positive response and when applying to another, a negative response. We have
neglected having the pilot-product model or its replacement formall{ accepted and approved
by ‘the larger group of faculty. .

There was evidence of in-put from the field for the pilot programs and the secondary
education program. The evidence was-in the form of minutes of meetings, reports, and lists
- of revised competencies that resulted from these meetings. This indicator for meseting the
crlterla was partly satisfied, but needs additional work in some of the program areas.

- No evidence was found in any aréa of indexing of competency statements to the -
assumptions; the product model; and/or the data in- put from the field. -

. . \\ tos
" “Conclusion o ‘
) '\ﬂl\eﬂ:@cators that were selected to measure the program in the area |dent|f|ed by the

criteria statement\shqved progress had been made. However there are obvious areas in which
additional effort nwdsWed » -
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) ILLUSTRATION NUMBER 2 | -

Statement

Instructional specifications are reviewed and revised based on learner feedback data. e M.:,zf\

Process
The indicators selected for use were as follows:

1. Evidence of a learner feed-back system
2. Evidence of change in the instructional specifications based on the feed-back

Students were provided with several opportunities to react to the program. These
included: module evaluation forms to be completed when the module is exited; cards to be
compiled on the quality of material used in the Learning Resource Center; and questionnaires,
administered at the end of the semester, which sought reaction to the total semester’s.
experience. Although a number of feed-back opportunities were identified, there does not
seem to be a system of feed-back operating, at Ieastl\na formallzed procedure.

As the operation of the pilot programs were reviewed ’'and compared with the in-
stitutionalized program, differences were identified. Some of these changes and improvements

. can be traced to student feed-back.

© M

. Conclusion

The program conceptualization and design was sensitive to learner feelings. This
is apparent due to the number of opportumtles earners have to express their feelmgs and
opinions about the program. The major problem red lack of order and system in the
overall process. There is much randomness for eﬁecﬁmnd efficient use of feed-back.
ANALYSIS | -7 .,
The preceeding descrlptlons are |Ilustrat|ve of the procedures applied to each criterion
statement. In each instance, mdlcators\t t were observable and measurable were identified
and used. (When using the criteria statemen m@ﬁs way, itis critical that indicators be
identified for each statement.) The data obtained %usmg the indicators were then reviewed
and evaluated. The process used was similar to a needs assessment and provided valuable
information about the program. The remaining step is to compare the findings with the
perceptions of the program developers and implementors; and, to make the changes which
are viewed as necessary to move us more rapidly, effectively and efficiently toward our goal
of institutionalization,

o
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DATA UTILIZED IN APPLYING THE CONSORTIUM .
CRITERIA TO THE TOLEDO CBTE PROGRAMS -

Stuart Cohen ‘Umverstty of Toledo .
The initial request for me to respond to the Consortlu'm Criteria document came -
from Dean Dickson. This was a natural assignment for-a variety of rea§r [ e served

in the Toledo CBTE programs in such roles as: instructor on an mterdlsclp\lhw{;y-' lementary

team, instructional designer and revisor of modules, satellite school facilitator, and supervisor

of CBTE students. More important perhaps, is my role as chairman of the committee on

assessment and revision (A/R) which has among its responsibilities: {1) monitoring and

modlfylng the computer-based information management system, (2) deve mg and

monitoring on-going formative evaluation, and (3)  designing and |mpfement|n rogrammatic
- research. To help accomplish these’tasks | have been given some released time. lalso

e /sérve on the Collége Instructional Improvement Committee (CI11C) which is the policy maklng

T " “body for the CBTE programs (see organizational chart appended) In addition, | chair

the Department of Educatignal Psychology which has been intergrally involved in both

theelémen nd secondary CBTE programs. )

T Upon receipt of the Dean’s request, I'took the consortium documents tg the weekly
meeting of the: A/R committee. Unfortunately, A/R has discovered that their work has
expanded well beyond the time available to complete it. Thus, | was not welcomed with
a ticker-type parade at the prospect of an additional task. Out of necessity the committee
has acquired a divisior’ of labor. Individuals are often entrusted with sole responsibility N
for tasks with the-stipulation that a final report be communicated to the committee for
d’ksusnon andpossible modification. With committee approval | wrote the report |n
respondm o the consortium criteria.

~ After readlng the original 33 criteria and the explanations for each, | gathered the
minutes from the CIIC meetings, the reports from the A/R meetings, copies of modules
from both elementary and secondary programs, the formative evaluation report which
had been completed for the secondary program, and even a copy of the original Toledo
Model. In addition, | examined the analysis of the results of the CBTE program opinionaire
admlmstered to elementary students and secondary students. Armed with this data and
my own biases | commenced to respond to each criterion in order of listing.

- At the time | began the A/R committee had just completed a classification of all
objectives using the following categories: Blopm’s taxonomy, Gagne’s hlerarchy, Mager’s
criteria for a well stated o“bjet:twe the nature of the response mode (selected, constructed,
or field-performance) and the existence of both pre-tests and post-tests. This information -

- provided an analytical scheme by which to examine the current program and helped in

" responding to questions regarding competency speclflcatlons instruction, and assessment.

During this past year a number of opinionaires and questionnaires were administered
\ to CBTE students, faculty and cooperating teachers. At the time of the response to the
33 criteria the data from one opinionaire was available. -
. The 32 item opinionaire was developed by the team council and contained items
. of concern expressed by both students and faculty. The opinionaire was administered
© to 79 secondary students and 190 elementary students representing each course black

in the pre-sefvice professional sequence prior to student teaching (the opinionaire and the

results are appended). The frequency of response to a five item Likert scale from strongly

agree to strongly disagree were tabulated collectively from the en;ire program and separately

for each item for each of the six blocks. The results were also examined using a step-wise
.
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* multiple discriminate analysis. - The latter analysis indicated that 16 items exceeded F
values beyond .01 level. For the most part, items produced differential responses by -
blocks. The three questions which produced the greatest differences across teams were
in order: ’class time scheduled for advisor meetings is about right,” ‘‘the pace of this
class is too fast,” and “‘we‘re'doing too much work for 8 hours credit.’” Analysis of the
overall responses produced interesting findings. For example, 61% of all students agreed
or strongly agreed that “‘all things considered this class is pretty good’’ compared with
19% who disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. For the item "'most of
the things we do for this class seem relevant for teaching kids in schools,”” 59% strongly
agreed or agreed while 21%:strongly disagreed or disagreed. The opinionaire helped to
confirm expectations but also produced surprises. For example, results revealed that
students disliked using the testing center for pre-tests and post-tests. The results of this
opinionaire were interpreted cautiously until it can be readministered regularly and .
definitive trends identified. Nevertheless, preliminary fmdmgs did provide information T~
in responding to criteria concernlng instruction, assessment “and management.

 While the evaluation report of any one person is always subject to the i ic losyncrasnes
of that individual's perceptions, the only data | can suggest that corrobarates those
perceptions is the fact that the results of the report submitted at the Houston ¢onference
were viewed by the’A/R committee and members of the CIIC. So far, no one has challenged
the statements COntamed therem Like other CBTE efforts the Toledo program has its
strengths and weakne§s§s The use of the consortium criteria has helped to highlight
“both. .

o
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AMPLIFIED FORMAT

Competency Specifications

1.0 Competencies are based on arn analysis /pf the professuonal role(s) and/or a theoretical
’ ) vformulatlon of professional responsnbﬂmes

f / .
Indicators: 1.1 Rationale for/program model and competencies is written

-

) . JA""// N . L ‘
A S “~concrete and definitive not written
- v N ‘\ B
1.2 ssumptions about learner's prgtes ong role progray constraints,
' . and learning and mstructlonal priric ’ . ‘
i / . -
/'/ . .
] / yes : no
// »
R g 1.3 Each,,chp'etency in program can. be logically linked to program
o model /m :
//’ | . /
i al 100%: 50% no
, competencies comp. comp. comp.
. = ,, . S
N 14 %gfam personnel who designed program can describe rational
nd ink petencies to model.
74 ;/,
i . all personnel only small core of developers
5 e .
1.6 Entire program conceptualized as an integrated whole
N - o ' )
- total program specific parts. specific parts
~ conceptualized - designed; overfap - . designed
then specific . and gaps formed
parts developed " by analysis, then

linked together

]:

N
-

e e e

1 Each criterion has an indicator added to facilitate the study of indicators unique to speclflc
programs. Users are encouraged to add as many as are appropriate to the situation.

4




2.0 Competency statements deseribe outcomes expécted from the performance of pro-
fession related functions, or those knowledges, skills, and attitudes thought to be
essential to the performance of those functions.

- ' Indicators: 2:1 Sub gompeter'lcies and objectives are logically linked to those
competencies expected for ptogram completion.

always usuall : ver

S iy

) clearly | related ' related '
related .
9

‘

.2 Instructional objectives are sequenced from entry-level behaviors
to exit criteria.

-

. ~
A sequence related t _sequence broad, no sequence w
a logical rationale determined by ’
collese

2.3 - Terminal competencies emphasize performance and/or consequence .
: objectlves not cognitive objectlves “

<

all are con- most are con- - - . all cogn“ltive
sequence and/or sequence, per-
performance and formance, or
_ . affective com- affective com- )
. _ petencies petencies; a

very few cognitive

3.0 Co'mpetency stzft/zients facilitate criterion-referenced assessment.

Indicators: ' 3.1 Competency statements are clear and concissj.

A

2 ' - all competency state- most comipetency none
o J .
ments are clear to all statements are clear are
students to most students clear

-/

3.2 Statements include criteria levels en'd behaviors which meet
acceptable standards.

- ’

N ‘ all ' s . none




Competencies are treated as tentative predictors of.professiofja! effectiveness, and are
subjected to continual validation protedures. ) ) \.

Indicators: 4.1

Critéria are based on available evidence which is related to
, effective performance of teachers .

all R . one

!

Competency statements describe: : ¢

a. Settings or conditions

for assessment -
s all
statements
b. Content of performance —
: all
. statements
c. Level of performance .-
for acceptable practice :
all A none
statements ) :

\

|

Program includes research component to validate competencies

Personnel and Planned Some " No planned

resources are validation validation validation
specifically effort is testing is effort is
assigned to evident  done " evident
“this component . ~ ' !

]
Competency statements are continually analyzed and TVised

. El
% e

Statements are . 'Someqcompetencies .~ Competencies are
systématically are revised or deletéd treated as permanent
reviewed for pos- . for each training objectives

sible deletion ‘cycle
or revision for

each training cydq/g,

v - 6F
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) “’Comp\eten‘cies are specified dnd-made public prior to instruction. - ' P \ . -

\ - o A \
Indicators:y 5.1 Requnred comp‘etencnes and opﬁons are known to learners as RN | y
v N they enter program. .- .. . « . R .

* A ' ¢ Y '\

. o - .

v Written statement _ Written réquirements _ Students can not <
.. of.competencies . , _are available to student describe the program, - '\
and diagnostic prior to each prégram. its competenmes R
) _procedures are o " and their options.
. C provided student as . *
T "~ he enters program. .o ’ .
;,,ﬂ . . L, L. ©

. -All speclfled B . competencies written -

. * Land pubhshed . ST _ . ~<as program implemented

a

« EN

b3 Indlcators of competence vary among mdlv'duals and from : .
L setting to settmg

e
o N 1

£ Flexiblg indicators ‘ L Rngld indicators
as apbropnate L : requured of alt

I:earners completlng the CBE program dlemonstrate-a wide range of com p ency .
pro |I§s~\ L oo L. “ S :

.~ ;

.

R program e . ““\\\%N ’ y o . .. L .
T \ g 9 L. . “"*l . s ’ . : B

N v - . - . .\

“many oﬁiti&m\open"to studepts‘. : "* ' “nooptions -

1 . . o i

,lncf cators. 6“"1 Both reqmred and optlonal competencles are included in the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
S

LIRS
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[ ' ’ oo aIWays - = - generall N

: 6.3  Required competencies and options are made.known to students
s - in advance. St T o,
, o . » - o .

. generally L never N

. v

S <o 7 : _ always

., 6.4 " Program options are not closed. Y

" N

- ~ e . F - B B -
A - ’ : [ i : .

. ._ves ;q.

T - X - I Leaﬁme\r cogmtlve styles, teaching setting, area of inStructionaid -
<, Jin determmmg program optlons.

N .
o . . *

- - - yes . -+ ..no o

Instructlon I . ' : ,' o , 7
7.0 Tllle mstructlonal progr@m is derived from and linked to speclfled competencnes.

Indlcators; A Competencles determlne the Iearmng outcomes to be acqulred

' . a = *

' ~ \ All Iearn‘ing outcomes - ’ Activities are not
. S 7 (knowledge, skills, etc.) e , related to specified
- L .. of the instructional program - . competencies.
‘ . . o> - Ty lare denved and linked to  * _ : -
&R - speclfled competencnes. e ' S .

[ ‘ ‘ &t vy . t “a




ot ‘7.2 Activities provided for the student-to use in acquiring the competencies
« o are determined by the nature of the ¢ompetency: (i.e., One does
) not learn problem solving skills from expository téaching).

~ N

. . Activities are derived from. - .= - Thevelationships
- v ¥ and linked to the com- . between activities
‘ ' petencies to be acquired. o N " and the competency

, Lo , being acquired are
‘ , . o I : not evident. ’

. 7.3 " The elements in evaluation'instrumentsz‘/are directly related to
’ specified competenties. Lo ' ’

& ‘ » ! i
n N i

Each element of . i - There appear to be no
i ‘. student evaluation : relationships between
: instruments is" directly _ ' the items.in student
tracable to a specified o evaluation instruments
T competency ' - and specified
’ ' ) competencies
’ 74/
BN ) ) Fo] u . - ‘ 3 : . .
. B . . ) 4 o «
8.0 ' Instruction which suﬁpo_rt_sséom_petency development is organized intg units of manageable'
size. - ' C e o A ' o s

t4

{ . ' B

’ ’ v . : .

Indicators: 8.1 . Thesize of the instructional unjt is dependent upon program vatiables.

The size of the o . ~ The size of the instruc-
; instructional unit is T ’ ~ tional unitisnot .
' . related logically t& S _ logically established.
- appropriate program .. . , - The size varies widely.
variables. ' : " T '

8.2 Instructional units are-organized and partitioned, to provide data -
and feedback on learner’s stage of development. _ '

b q
At the end of each instructional " The unit size is not
unit the learper is given feed- related to the student’s
back on progress. ) : . s feedback needs.

R 4 '




8.3 Learn&r's‘experience with instructional unitsqis used to
2 determine suitability of unit size. :

o~

4 - . . x\

Student’s feedback " . -No attemptis . .~
s . concerning the suit- "‘ i .- made to obtain-

. . ability of units (by . - . ‘ * knowledge

¢ length, complexity, . - of student’s ex- °
amount of content, : _perience in using .
etc.) is used to.re- units.
vise units. ’

9.0 Instruction is orgamzed and implemented so as to accommodate learnér style, o
sequence preference, pacing and perceived needs. .

Indicators: - 9.1 Instruction provides alternative Iéarning activities.

- ‘ \

Instructional units pro- : No provision is made
' - vide suggested alternate in instructional units
learning activities Y for individual students” .
which accommodate the Iearmng styles.
\ ' . ; students’ learning style, '

\ 9.2 Program sequence includes a wide.range of op‘tions';. .

3 -

»

. Program sequence options are < Program sequence
' known by learner. options are neither
N “known or available - oo
to learner. o

93 Instruction is paced to the learner.

£y

»

~

. . Learners proceed - Some differentiation Learners all
K . at varying paces is made in learner - proceed at the .
//”' : . through each segment  pacing but determin. ,at the sampe pace
// ‘ g of the program. ed primarily by through the . j
e A ‘ : learner circum- ‘program.
® \ stances rather
k] 1 o

| _ ‘ . than program design.



o

- 9.4 Instruction provides for learner perceived needs.
’ Instructional units * Instructional options
' include “learner for achieving competence,
select”'options for not available to
- instryction. * rogram.
} Nk X _prog
9.5 The learner is given opportu nities to assess effectiveness of his preferred
S learding styles. v .
“There are opportunities Little or no'attention
for the student to is given to-the relative
closely examine with effectiveness of particular
technical and pro- learning styles as they ~ -
o .. . fegsional assistance are applied by particular
\\ B “the learning styles .individuals in reaching _
, p— preferred. their objectives.

9.6 Conferences are held with learners at prescribed ingervals. .
Know schedule of No conferences . B
conferences comblned held.

ﬁ with open system where
* conference really held '
. v when needed. .
9.7 T
s -
. . ‘
S - , )
'10.0  Learner progress is determined by demonstrated competence. - . o

10.1  The student is knowledgable of the g'ene}al nature of competencijes
and criteria used to determine the extent to which performa\ce

> . approaches professional standards for. acceptébility: -

.

Student descrl es
competencies and
ndarg!s for

acceptat'))rty oy

Student not able -

to describe com- -
petencies request

of criteria that

are acceptable.
4




e

T A ~10.2 Learner progress records are adequately detailed in terms of ‘
: \ - the competencies to be acquired. L . : -

~

’ Learner progress records ) Learner progress
are adequately detailed, ' recordssnot kepts S
7 in tetrms of the com- on file. - , N
petencies.to be acquired, e @

LB

10.3  Learner progress records are used f’o chart future pgograms’

‘ directions. - v .
(] e -
; gress records < . « L.earner progress
T ar’e frequently used to ’ - * records are seldom
s \pha\rtprogram direction. if pvgr used to chart
. . ‘ - program direction.
/ . . o . . ,

10.4 The demonstration of progress in acquiring the competency is
the focus of attention in determining the extent to which the
jlearnér is expenencmg success.

i »
Success is determined by Success is determined
. \ > éxtent of progress . by some other other
ST, e : in\acquiring the com- . criterion such as amount
] B ' - \ petency. - ' - of knowledge acquired,
- S . : or number of activities
Qo ‘ o completed.
\ o, | . ) , 7
\ 105 The ihs_truction manggément system makes provisions for students S
, . \ . , to be working at various points of development coricurrently.
\ ; ; ’ ) .
: : - Instruction js modularized " " Instruction is based
I 4 : . . - e
_ _and organized to be carried S on the assumption ,
e = " outindividually or in small that.d)l students .
: \ groups by variable scheduling _ should acquire the same *

b techniques. ' ) learnings at the same
. ' time.




11.0 The extent of learner’s progress in demonstratlng competencles is made km to
him throughout the program.

Indicators: 11.1

%
19.2
)'{e
. 113
AN
114
/
115
//
9

Learner progress records are majntained and available.to all -
concerned (Iearner instructors, ‘counselors).

¢
. Learner progress records : ., - “Learner progress
are dccessible, adequately - _ records are in-
detailed, and ob_en to oo accessible, in- w
himself, instructors, and ) adequate, and/or
counselors. " closed to students.

The instructional staff (mstructors and counselors) and learher
periodically revrew progress records in conference.

\

h]

Student progress ' Student progress
conferences ake . ' conferences are
held frequently. ‘ ; non-existent. -

‘The mstructronal management system provides for the frequent :

and/or continuous ypdating of the student s progress records. -

t
.

N -

Progress records updated : " Progress records if
.- on a continuing basis.” =~ . available are only
- ~+ updated at infrequent
o ™~ (i.e., semester end)
' periods.

4

B

The student is provrded wnth opportunities to acquire sklll in
analyzing and evaluatmg his own professlonal behavior.

In addition to being i Little or no at-
provided with information z tention is given
about his progress, the Co ' to the analysis of
student is helped to : .the student’s progress,
acquire skill in analyzing . + . .. and none in helping
his own professional f‘,' the student acquire
behavior. ) this skill himself.,
v '
N

- ’ f, - ‘l u
- .
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{ -

' B‘I2.0 Instructional specifications are reviewed and revised based on feedback data.
. . Indicators: 12.1 Specifications for the instructional system are explicit and N.
‘ all concerned (students, instructors, counselors, instructional :
g ) . professional services personnel, etc.) are aware of these '
i - specifications. '
& N . ¢
A list of specifications e Neither specifica-
for the instructional tions nor policies: )
| . system is published. .7 concerning the ' v
’ . ' . instructional system
- . have been recorded
- . . much less made
) R known to those
involved. !
., B - 12.2 Procedures have been established'for having students assess -y
= the instructional system. . / u
On a frequent periodic No attempt is made
h or continuing basis to obftain students’
~  students are asked to reactions to the in-
L . react to the effective- structional pro- .
ness of the procedures cedures. )
, used in the instruc- e : &
. ‘ tional system. @ ' o
e -
12.3 A wide range of data is considered in the analysis of the in- '
structional system. (Student time, instructor time, in-
stryctior!al resources, management needs, learner performance,
etc.).
4 An extensive collection No attempt is made )
of data is used for the to analyze the
. analysis of the instruc- operation of the )
' tional system. . , instructional system. :
124

Data obtained from the analysis of the instructionéi%l;tem as

provided by student feedback are used to revise the s

’stem.

On a frequent periodic
or continuing t)asis the '
instructional system is
revised frg;l{ data pro-
vided by student feedback.

‘No systematic or regular .

attempt is made to revise
the instructional system.
Changes are made primarily
on demand from some con-
dition or authority.

3 9 .



Assessment

Indicators: 13.1 A listing of performance mdlcators is included with each com-
petency statement. :
}
ﬁ_lultiple indicators Few competency - No competency N
are present for all statements have . “statements’
competency state- . . ‘multiple have more than
ments indicators one indicator
’ 4 L.D
13.2 ,-Indicators are logically, related to competency statements; o
- N ' ' [ )
v , all some: none
S competencies of them ‘

&

13 0 Competency measures are related validly to competeﬁcy statements

13.4

Al

s

S o

—

all
competencies

some
of them

none

14.0 Competency measures are specific, reallstuc and se’hsmve fo nﬁ“m:e

Indlcators 14.1 Competency measures dlscnmlnate between learners who
demonstrate and those who do not demgfistrate competency.
All measures - Most measures Undetermined
most of the time most of the time
14.2 Measures assess consistency of performance over time.

Always Usually

Seldom




B . - . A

. _14.3 Reliability of instruments is known and high.
Computed for USome Notknown - ] S
. all instruments .instruments .
. : and high '
14.4 Procedures for measuring compéfem;y demonstration are
v specified so0 as to assume quality and consistency.
_Generally followed _ Procedures not
and knpown by data specifigd, known
. collegtors or followed.
' R ) '
—~ 14.5 Data collection procedures require realistic time and resource
S _ expenditures by students and staff. .-
- T
Realistic Unrealistic
- 46 /

) \ : // . s N 4 *
R - 15.0 Competency_tﬁeasures discriminate-on the basis of standards set for competency
\ _ demonstration. ' "

/ 2
« Indicdtors: 15.1 Specific acceptable standards are established prior to competency
' demonstration for all competencies.

.

° - Standards are set

Some standards Standards are depen-
and made public. are set in advance dent upon individual
‘ ' ' case, decided after ‘
S~ competency demonstra-
&/ . ~ tion, '
15.2 Standards are based upon data.
.‘ ? .
~ , DY s
i Logic, data or - Standards are Standards are un-
research is used present but known or dependent
as basis for primarily upon individual
standards. based upon cases.
\ judgment or on
" negotiation among'
developers. .
‘ [

¢

G‘ ( 7(()




. Pl ° ' t .
15.3  Competency measures provide data indicating the extentto -«
which standards are met. N

For all : For some . For no.
standards - standards standards

«

15.4 Standards are realistic expectations of professional developmental.

All standards Some standards Standards are not

. appropriate for are appropriate realistic for pa;ticulér
particular phase 2 X -phase 4 program to
professional which they are applied.

development.
¢

-

16.5 Standards are applied based on the demonstration context.

Standards may be Standards are Standards are_non-

negotiated prior modified in in- resistant or rigidly °
to demonstration. dividual cases_after applied. :
- competency demon- ’
. . stration attempted.

15.6 3

B

16.0  Data provided by competency measures are manageable and useful in decision malcing.

i

Indicators: 16.1 Data are collected and stored in an easily retrievable form.

-

3 i

Data on competency Some data are Not collected or
measures are col- collected, storage  not stored.
lected and centrally . not planned or

stored. centrally located. -

* o -

! - «
16.2° .Data are reported at pre-specified decision points.

. S -
, Lo . e

Reports are helpful ~ Some rapérts are - No reports are :
to decision makers made as aresult  generated.

of special needs.

.

n

AL
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/
16.3 - Data are used in making programmatic decisions. =~
. o : Data are generated Occ,asiorially data No7/‘used. '
N . - as a basis forde- - used as a basis F
' cision making. " for decision ., p -/
- : making. " o
. ' | . 16.4 Data collection and analysis p}oced(jres are‘feﬁsible in terT}
‘ of time, personnel, and resources. / ‘
. v o /
' - A_ e St .A.,/ L
‘ , Efficiently handled Collected but Burden is on
/ within resources. seldom used prograrh, or
. -~ VA ' because pro- not collected. .
L , L : “cedures are 3 N
cumbersome. )
. / CT "
16.5 Data are easy to interpret..
Format of data Not easily
analysis is clear. . * " interpretable.
16.6 - ‘ '
]

L .'“/ ~ . 17.0 =~ Competen¢y measures and standards are specified and made public prior to instruction.

Pl

T . 4lndicat‘or$: 17.1  Competency measures and standards are in a written form.

’,7’/ - For all competency Some are None are
S , 7 . o measures and ~ available, . written,
Lo PR _ standards. ‘ e
o ' , . Lo . , o
e - 17.2 Competency measures and standards are specified in advance.
P i // . . s
. yes L for/éom'e no

e - )
P‘\\ J v .

17.3  Students can describe coifipetency measures and standards.

\\\ . . , : . o ‘ . T 3 A <:.. ) )
N _ : . all known to thém some known unkfown to
F ,' . s - 7 ~ : students

2 . /
\) . ?




[}

17.4 Procedures for demonstr tl{g competenclés are known to
/ ~ “students and faculty,

‘

Known to all.

%

Governance and Management

©

18.0

Indicators: 18.1

18.2

Known to some.

8

Unknown to
students.

. ) . A -
Policy statements are written to govern, in broad outline, the intended structure,
content, operation and resource base of the program.

A formally recognized pohcy makmg or governing body exists

for the program

°

A governing body is
recognized as having
responsibility and
authority for making
policies for the
program.

Vo ,/‘

e e o s e

. No authomy recogmzed /

to which one may turnto -

obtain knowledge of - - e T

e

existing policies upon o .
which to base program
operations. - 4

All institutions, agencies, arganizations, and groups participating
in the program are represented in polrcy decisions that affect

the program.

.

i

—— e B

‘When polrcles are formed

all persons or groups which
may be affected by those
policies are represented.

of data on ‘program effectiveness ahd resources re

B

No policies or pol)cnes
made by one group.

ired

Policy decnsnons are supported by and made aftsY:\n/svderatlon

7/

Data are colletted, and /
systematically stored, -~
and considered in re- ‘
viewing, changing or

creating policies. SN

— e - e

,,No resdarch base exists

for policy decisions. ./ -
Policies are the ré‘stm’ of/f
power relationships

and persondl opinions,




(%Y

A p - 18.4 An explicit statement of policies for management and governance

’ . > of the program is available to all involved or concerned.
/ = : ' ’ J . ’.
‘ /_‘,——’ . B — - - — — - -:,: . - - S- [ e . . .
’ o Such a statement of policies There appears to be no orderly
is in printed form, current statements of. policies avail-
’ o and frequently referred to <. able to persons involved in
‘ v by persons involved in manage- management or governance of
ment or governance of the the program.
/ program.. - :
' N - . ‘ ‘s
’ . 186  Associdted with the statemerit of policies for management and
o governance of the program is a list of the competencies
A 7, specified to be demonstrated for exit from the program. -,
o
2 /1' B A Ther# exists a manual or /l'he expected outcomes of the .
V4 . handbook which presents program are not clearly -
e e statements of competencies ~ available even in general
T . ' " specified to be demonstrated statements,
: S . '.@6??“ - forexit accomparied by | T /f/\ ,
/ , e - ) lnterprewarratnve. i ) . : L
e ’ ! “_g.'x v ' : *
-~"§ o T ’ '%8.6 - Policies, orgamzatlon and managemen&procedures are readnly
- -\ modified and regularly reviewed. =
A ' ’ - .~ Process known to all; ' . " No keown governance
L . - , : review process regular. ) structure or a rigid,
-7 2 , . unmodifiable one.
/’/'y . . "
. ‘ 18.7. .
Vs . N P
; * - . L7 R
19.0 Management functions, responsnbrl:tnes procedures and mechamsms are ¢learly |
defined and made explicit. o
.K , N ¢ o
' \ Indicators: 19.1 Management dECISlOl‘IS reflect stated,;program ilosophy
R L Jo and poh&»\ 7 -]
R Tome s oy s . DR . {. -
LT AR ‘ / SR 4
L ' \, When management ﬂﬁ;qns are_ When fcisions&; made
. s c - made, the decision is accomp‘anifdﬁ they.are primarily forced
N - bx’a—ratienalzyhich citesthe ( by urgent conditions and
T program policies and/or assump- represént an arbjtrary solution
v , . tions upon which the deciss{ons ' derived from political rather
_— . are made. “. e than r%ltional interactign.
7 > O
- . '9‘ B “ l N ; .
; s ¥ .- \ p 3

/“ " - - ‘/
S I / ® s
» .

S P 1 ¢



The pei‘son or group wtth responslblllty for dec|s|on -making.. °

.

has the authority and resources to lmplement the declsron o "

5 X R [

e

B o -

No person or group |s requlred .

*

o "
@y

cy

" nor the authority. . ¥

. S " R :
1%._3 ' Progra‘m management and gavernance operations.are designed - O
e to model the characteristics desired of schooIs and cIassvoom .o .
Wprogram graduates will teach. ‘ * o0 .

Frequently persons or .
P . .
groups are asked to imple- . W
. ment plans for which they Lo
have:jneither the resourges .

~ . °

. . @
N L4

hd LY

The criterid established for the
e ' management and governance of the
. teaohemducatron program repre-
" sents the kind of mahagement and
governance progfarh which would
~ . 'bedesirable for the schdols in
. which the graduates are likely

functions.

. 8

o

. to teach R . are Ilkely to teach S A
N L o v ‘ /Xﬂ St
194. Job deflmtlohs staff selection, and job asslgnment respon: S5 e

sibilities carried out by the same management- governance
teamswho are entrusted with other management- governance |

The criteria used for -
assessing the manage- ¢ * . -
ment and governance of
the teacher education program A
ditfer from those thought - .
suitable for the schools
in which the graduates» vE

&> v

The preparation of joﬂ des-
criptions, the selection
'~ of staff and the assignment
of persohnel Q tasks is
a functlon of the manage-
ment- governarlce team.

%

- w

P , »
5 p
® / 8t
. N
. " N R »
3 .

-Various individuals in _ B
' management are entrusted

\19 5" Forma[ly recognized procedures afid mechanisms exist for ‘ .
: arrlvmg at the various IeveIs of program management decisions. v "N

with various management’ )
functlons. There is Ilttle o a
or no attempt to co- - o
ordirrate, ‘ ¢ -

“

“

Procedures for program r{’\\nage-
. “ment'decisions and-made public,
oo used éonsistently, and .
<+ _,acceptable to all involved,

. 4 A
Procedures for program manage-
‘ment decisions are ipn- g .
consistently followe




i , IS . 9 v - * 0
. Yoa 4 ,
’ o ? a %
” “ ! . \ ) . * * o
) al - i ., L ¢ ‘ N . )
. 19.6 * . '
o v , v - . . B
o ‘o ‘ K &, ? : _
4 ° . . \ . \ Al
. . - .
S . N \ - - . . l . ) . .
o * Total Program » . S ‘ .
// . a ° L - - o Yo o
E o' 20.0 Program staff attempt to modeI the attitudes and behavuors desired, of students in, » ‘. .
s " the program. : , Lo .
. ° Indicators: 20.1  Faculty and staff meet regularly to-work as (teams.
‘ . __.,--L__c___._' e . - R et e .
S e . AIways . . Sometimes " Never .
ety e o . Ty . oL ‘
L L 20 2 . Staff treats students with’the respect and concern for support . ‘
el which is of the. same high quality expected of graduates with : .
) S R their relation to schooI pup|Is. , . - _
. : # . N
. ‘r n‘ ° L ‘ . i “_‘_'\_ . . . .‘\ v ‘r‘,: < .
. : o PR : Always L Sometmhes . . Never
. ' . S ' R ' " ,/, ' v . ¢
s )
oo \ e 1203 Staff members I&penly share differenices of philosophy and .
‘ ' o ‘ . social posrtlons o that students see the appropr|atene§s S
. T % . S and strength in diversity. * oo
.).‘ . v [ l 5 .. N . | 1 - . /‘? - ’:
. - . TR : - — T
. o . Always _ Sometime§ «  Never .
T C . ‘ a I “ , St %
» . "') "20,4 Instructlonal staff Use the CBE prmclples in the|r own teé’éhlng
DT . " o A 4 L '. S $. A
3 . 3 % - . L N Ce , . . k- X { ’..
- & . ' - . T
% Yes - : - -, No \ 7]
\ : .- L e , R I . i .
\ . ¥ [ - 9, o / ) ’ ’ A v , §
~ A - . 208, ¢, o o N
R ‘ ' ) . ) 9 vt ——
) . 5 . . . . =~ Fid
» . . A , .
p N s o : } : .
, f ! . 4 . . A 2! ) .V
® 21.0 Provisions are made for staff ofientation, assessment, improvement, and ;eward. ‘ o
: Indicators! 21.1 Personnel training programs are competency-based. R N
) . 4 X N ] * e A — o i e g" g . - .
Ifmprovement of . Isdlated No organized S .
! : program personnel, - activities. training program. _
o " _is'through a CBE : e , -
, . v b 5 designed system. . o S :
N Q . ) i 5 \ l S - r i | # B o Ty
4_.. “ 3 " : v ' . ~ A
= . . e 4 1 - . . . , y , B
50X o ” - o T LN o - N



" ’ . ; - :
-~ ! ° " * *
] L, "
A ) . 21.2  Evaluation proflles are kept on all staff and made avallabié’ ) .
. ., % . tothem. .= ‘ - . L L
. ¢ 4 . . . . ) . )
- ' - % Yes 7 - . P No e
' ' . ) vl ‘ ' . " > - ~ .
. . . N
) - 21.3  Faculty reward structure consistent with CBE role descrlptlons = RN
Jequnrements and developement. o *
. ke 7 M } ) : :
: : Yes . o " No
' . . 21.4_ Staff development activities are recognized as important as : Vs
.. £y teaching, research, and publication. A .
2 . ) '
. : "o CoL .
; R e v A Yes - > S L No -
. o . > . . N . 6
S co <215, " ’ | » .
s A . x o v .
& ’ \ \\ . . “ o - ’ M ' -
¥ 22.0 ' Research and dlssem@atlon actlvmes are an integral part of the total mstructlonar .
’ T system. : o 3 - . . b
. - . . Indicators: 22.1 A research strategy ‘for vahdatmg and revising the program is ' .
- .operational. . A '
. ‘ v Al
[ * . ~ iy T o e — N ]
. , . - i } . =TT
ot Wntten procedures, Some effortsto . Not being :
o [
. - hypotheses, date; - study-results of done. "
- ‘ e systematically applied. ““program. : e
¢ ’ L, 22.2  Reports of completed studies are used in revising program. . N
e \ - . o, +Numerous written  Data or unwritten - No reports.
yr T tgeports available, ':"* reports available. .
' ‘used. - - o Lot |
2 ; ? v 3 > [ ’ . ’ . - ) :
€ ' 223 Research managénient system is operatig¥al. o -
) - v . ~ a Y .
‘  Yes, comprehensive, Sl)mwe processes, ~ Not _ - o
SR D ...  -workable, working. . /notsystematic. . operational. N
M - - . i
v ’h\ - v , v‘,'.
, .‘\ ! . N
. @ s s
’ ! . fvi -» ’ . A ’
) ® : : o |
Q * o L tr
. ERIC S | TN
e . R T . S » ‘




23.0

Institutional flexibility i su

Indicators:

&g Ty

ah e

- ' \\\‘ [}
Procedures for sharing results with other programs and for. *
obtaining their reports are operational.

.

. 2% -

\Regularly shares with  Haphazard sharing _No relationship '
at least two programs,  of results with other than casual
ome sharing with other programs. ones.

22.5 ° Staff can describe the research strategy, on- gomg studles and

o @
! |
AII“staff . Some . Onlyfor studies ]
\ ' he is engaged in.
S N .
22.6 \ .
| .
3 " ' "
. A
" § - B
icient for all aspects of”the'pfogram ‘
231 Resour e allocation is based on student outcomes rather than
course ompetencles
A \ ) Q _ . ! " ? i °
Resourcas ajlocation Resources allocated
determined by objectives ¢ by course enrollments. ?
: comple-te by students. ’ .
23.2° Addmonal resources (personnel matenals facilities, funds) .
- are prowded for program develdpment SR
T + s T ’ T
30% or more 15% increase None
increase for in resources’ .
prografn design. ~ - (personnel and .
: | sl dollars). , - v
. . 4 .. ’
23.3 Resources ar contrlbuted by all consortlum members (schoof
distri cts, colleges, professions) to collaboratwe effort beyond :
individual ms’atu(u onal needs. £ : \

.« .

All panr{ers contribute At least one institution No additional
fundg and personnel to _ provides additional funds provided.
build consortium. " funds. ) '

?

86




o ° 234 Course, grading, and program revision procedures support the
’ ‘tentativeness necessary to compliment the program. -
: . - ‘ . : . .
"Changes readily Involved proce- No changes
! , . accepted on dures and numerous  possible,
experimental authorizations by N
)  basis. committees on ad- \ )
. ministrators N .
» necessary for )
‘ , <y v changes. ’ )
, ; .
. 235 ‘ s
/ . ]

24.0 The program is planned and operated as a totally unified, integrated system.

Indicators: 24.1 The program was planned as a totally inte%rated system.

v
«

Independent
parts grouped
together and
called a program.

Courses compiled
-into a program.

Total program

,designed prior

to ihdependent
parts.

242 The progl;am is operated as a system.

4

Decisions reflect. Many
consideration of isolated
the total system. independent
decisions.
. 243 Management is by objectives, !
Yes Somewhat " No
24.4 Evaluation system brovides,pqntinual feedback to assess

.objectives achievement for various sub-systems.
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Data available |
and used, Program
revised.

used.

Data occasionally .

None .
gperational.




24.5 When making decisions on one phase of the program, impact

on other sub-systems is calculated and considered, » .

.

% -Always Sometimes Never .

24.6  The sub-systems are continually being mogified.
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Somewhat No

¢ Yes

24,7 Harmony in principles among various sub-systems is apparent.

, Internal Consistency can No consistency,
consistency be generally or not 3
easily apparent. identified. coqisidered.
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248 The pr\ogram is continually evaluated against the actual pro- -
fessional needs, and refined based on feedback.
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'Formaj review. Program not-:

structure V4 amenable to
operational; ' modification.
changes continually '
being considered. ) a ‘
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